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State of Caiifornia Department of Fish and Game

Memorandum

Date

To

From

Subject

: Seplember 14, 2005

: State Clearinghouse

: Sandra Morey
Sacramento Valley and Ceniral Sierra Region

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

The California Department of Fish and Game {DFG) in conjunction with the United States
Forest Service, Plumas National Forest will prepare a joint Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for a proposed Lake Davis Pike
Eradication Project. The project description, location and probable environmental effects are
contained in the enclosed Initial Study. The Initial Sfudy is also available at:
hitp:/fmww.dfg.ca.gov/northernpike.

We need to know your views as to the scope and content of the environmental information
that is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities or specific concerns that must be
included in the Draft EIR/EIS. This includes significant environmental issues, reasonable
alternatives, and mitigation measures that a responsible agency will need to have explored in
the Draft EIR/EIS and whether the agency will be a responsibie agency or frustee agency for
the proposed project.

Public Resources Code Section 21080.4 (CEQA) and California Code of Regulations Section
15082 (CEQA Guidelines), require that comments by agencies be submitted within 30 days
after receipt of this letter, However, the scoping period for this proposed project will be
extended to 45 days; therefore DFG will be accepting responses postmarked on or before
October 31, 2005. Please send your response to:

Ms. Julie Cunningham

California Department of Fish and Game
Portola Field Office

P.O. Box 1858

Portola, CA 96122
jeunningham@dfg.ca.gov

Interested public agencies and members of the public are also invited to submit oral and
written comments and suggestions regarding the scope of the EIS/EIR to help identify the
range of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant environmental effects o be
analyzed in relation to the proposed project. The scoping meetings will be heid:

L




Siate Clearinghouse
September 14, 2005

Page Two
Monday. September 26, 2005 Wednesday, September 28, 2005
Two sessions; 1-3 p.m.; 6:30-2:00 p.m. Two sessions: 1-3 p.m.; 6:30-2:00 p.m.
Location: Eastern Plumas Health Care Location: The Radisson Hotel
Education Center, Address: 500 Leisure l.ane
Address: 500 1% Avenue Sacramento, CA
Portola, CA

Cormments may also be submitied to: northernpike@dfg.ca.gov

If you require reasonable accommodation or require this notice or the Initial Study in an
aliernate format, please contact Julie Cunningham at 530-832-40689, or the California Relay
(Telephone) Service for the deaf or hearing - impaired from TDD phones at 1-800-735-2929
or711. ‘

All comments received including names and addresses, will become part of the official
administrative record.

For more information, piease contact Ms. Julie Cunningham, Environmental Scientist, Portola
Field Office at 530-832-4069 or jcunningham@dfg.ca.gov.

Enclosure

SDO6I010.doclce
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains docurnents other than rules or
proposed rufes that are applicable to the
public. Notices of hearings and investigations,
commitiee meetings, agency decisions and
rulings, delegations of authority, filing of
petitions and applications and agency
statements of organization and functions are
examples of documents appearing in this
section.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Office of the Secretary

Notice of the Speciaity Crop
Committee’s Listening Session

AGENCY: Research, Education, and
Economics, USDA.

ACTION: Notice of listening session on
gpecialty crops.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5
U.8.C. App 2, the United States
Department of Agriculiture announces &
listening session of the Specialty Crop
Committee under the auspices of the
National Agricultural Research,
Extension, Education, and Economics
Advisory Board.

DATES: The Specialty Crop Committes
will hold a listening session from 9:30
a.m. to 4:45 p.m. on October 20, 2005,
and from 8:30 am. to 11:45 a.m. on
October 21, 2005.

The public may file written comments
before or up to two weeks after the
listening session with the contact
person.

ADDRESSES: The listening session of the
Specialty Crop Committee will take
place at the Best Western Capitol
Skyline Hotel, 10 1 Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 200244298, You may
submit comments by any of the
following methods to the contact person
identified in this notice: Mail/Hand-
delivery: National Agricultural
Research, Extension, Education, and
Economics Advisory Board Office; U.S.
Department of Agriculture; Room 344—
A, Jamie L. Whitten Building; 1400
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20250-2255; Fax: (202)
720~-6199; E-mail:
dhanfman@csrees.usda.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT!
Deborah Hanfman, Executive Director,
Natioral Agricultural Research,

Extension, Education, and Economics
Advisory Board, (202} 720-3684.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Specialty Crop Committee was
established in accordance with the
Specialty Crops Competitiveness Act of
2004 under Title IfI, Section 303 of
Public Law 108-465. This Committee is
a permanent subcommittee of the
National Agricultural Research
Extension, Education, and Economics
Advisory Board (the Board), The
Committes’s charge is to study the scope
and effectiveness of research, extension,
and economics programs affecting the
specialty crop industry. The
congressional legislation defines
“specialty crops” as fruits, vegetables,
tree nuis, dried fruits and nursery crops
{incheding floriculture). In order to carry
out its responsibilities effectively, the
Committee is holding a listening session
from October 2021, 2005 in
conjunction with the Advisory Board's
biannual meeting scheduled from
QOctober 18-20, 2005 at the Best Western
Capitol Skyline Hotel, 10 I Street, SW.,
Washington, DC. The listening session
will elicit input from industry, national,
and state representatives from
organizations and institutions, local
producers, and other individuals and
groups interested in the specialty crop
issues with which the Specialty Crop
Committee is charged. The listening
session will be organized into five
specific panel sessions that correspond
to one or more topics delineated in the
Committee’s charge by Congress.
Panelists will provide a brief 10-minute
statement that will address their
respective pansl topic(s) as well as
suggest ways by which agricultural
research, extension, and/or economics
gan enhance the specialty crop industry.
Each pane) session will be followed
with questions by Committee members
and brief public comments from the
floor. Opportunities for general
discussion from the floor will be held
on Friday, October 21, 2005 from 10:30-
11:30 a.m. Also, written comments by
attendees and other individuals will be
welcomed as additional public input
before and up to two weeks following
the listening session. All statements will
become part of the official public record
of the Board.

A copy of the draft agenda can be
requested from the contact person cited
above.

Done at Washington, DC this 8th day of
September 2005,

Joseph J. Jen,
Under Secretary, Research, Education, and
Economics.

[FR Doc. 6518218 Filed 9-13-05; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3310-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Piumas National Forest, Beckwourth
Ranger District; Plumas County,
Catifornia Lake Davis Northern Pike
Eradication Project

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an
environmental impact statement.

SUMMARY: The USDA Forest Service,
Plumas National Forest, gives notice of
the Agency's intent to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EI1S}
in cooperation with the California
Depariment of Fish and Game (CDFG)
issuing a joint Environmental Impact
Report (EIR}. The EIS will consider
Federal and State actions associated
with CDOFG’s proposal to eradicate
northern pike, Esox Jucius, from Lake
Davis and its tributaries. Northern pike
are restricted in California and it is
unlawful to import, transport, or possess -
live animals. This proposed project is
designed to help protect the fishery
resources of the state by eradicating pike
from Lake Davis and its upstream
tributaries. CDFG has proposed to treat
the reservoir and its tributaries with
rotenone, at a concentration sufficient to
eradicate northern pike and to restock
the reservoir with frout, The associated
actions are: (1) the Forest Service
issuing CDFG a special use permit for
access throngh, and use of National
Forest lands adjacent to Lake Davis and
its tributaries for implementing the
proposed project. (2} a Forest order to
close the entire area to the public during
implementation of the proposed project
and to close access to the lake bed as the
lake level is lowered.

DATES: Comments concerning the scope
of the analysis must be postmarked no
later than October 31, 2005. The draft
EIS is expected March 2006 and the
final EIS is expected November 2006,
ADDRESSES: Send written comments to
Julie Cunningham, P.O. Box 1858,
Portola CA 96122, Email comments may
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be submitted to:
northernpike@dfg.ca.gov. Comments
may also be submitted at the Web site:
hitp://www.dfg.ca.gov/northernpike.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
California Department of Fish and
Game, Portola Field Office, P.O. Box
1858, Portola, CA 96122, {530) 832~
"4068. U.S. Forest Service, Plumas
National Forest Supervisors Office,
Angela Dillingham, 159 Lawrence
Street, P.O. Box 11500, Quincy CA
95671, (530} 283-2050.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Lake
Davis is located in Plumas County,
California, at an elevation of 5,775 feet
above sea level. Included in the project
area are Lake Davis, all the tributaries in
the watershed to Lake Davis and Big
Grizzly Creek below Lake Davis. These
all ocour in the upper reaches of the
Middle Fork Feather River watershed in
the Sierra Nevada Mountains. Lake
Davis is a State Water Project reservoir
that was first impounded in 196668 by
the construction of Grizzly Valley Dam
on Big Grizzly Creek. Three main
tributaries, Big Grizzly, Freeman and
Cow Creeks, feed the reservoir. The total
drainage area is about 44 sguare miles.
Lake Davis has a surface area of 4,025
acres when full, a capacity of 84,371
acre-feet and an average depth of 21
feet. The deepest point of the reservoir
is 108 feet, just upstream of Big Grizzly
Dam. The reservoir is operated by the
California Department of Water
Resources {CDWR}, and lies within the
11.8. Forest Service, Plumas National
Forest.

Lake Davis water is used for
recreation, irrigation, and for the benefit
of fish and wildlife. it supports a trout
fishery managed by CDFG. Lake Davis
has been developed as a source of
domestic water for the City of Portola
and the Grizzly Lake Resort
Improvement District. The Plumas
County water treatment plant, which
treats Lake Davis water, was taken
offline, ag it did not meet regulatory
standards, and remains offline pending
jmprovements to the water treatment
plant. Currently neither entity uses Lake
Davis as a water supply. Nearby
residences depend on ground water
from private wells,

Pike were first discovered in Lake
Davis in 1994. In 1997, a chemical
treatment was conducted to remove pike
from Lake Davis and its tributary
streams. Pike were rediscovered in Lake
Davis in May 1999, about eighteen
months following what appeared to be
a successful rotenone treatment of the
reservoir. In 2000 CDFG and the Lake
Davis Steering Committee developed a
management plan o suppress the pike

population, contain it within Lake Davis
and to remove as many pike as possible
{from the reservoir (to date
approximately 50,000). In September
2003 CDFG evaluated the previous 3%
years of pike removal, which can be
viewed on the Web at hitp://
www.dfg.ca.gov/northenpike/
summary_report.pdf. Data indicated
pike numbers continued to increase in
spite of the concerted control efforts.

Purpose and Need for Action

Pike are a nonnative invasive fish
species illegally introduced to
California. Pike can seriously impact
aguatic ecosystems by heavy predation
on other fish species, where habitat
conditions are favorable. Introduced
pike have the potential o become the
dominant fish species, often to the near
total exclusion of native fish species.
Portions of the Feather River,
Sacramento River, and the Sacramento-
San Joaguin Delta, as well as many
aquatic environments in other California
watersheds, match the preferred habitat
of the pike in terms of temperature,
aguatic vegetation, current speed and
other features. The geographical extent
of pike in California is thought to be
limited to Lake Davis and its upstream
tributary streams. Lake Davis flows into
the Middle Fork Feather River, which
flows into Lake Oroville and then into
the Sacramento River and the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Within
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
system, a number of fish species have
life history stages and habitat
preferences, that make them vulnerable
to pike predation. These inciude the
state and federally listed out migrating
juveniles of winter and spring run
Chinook salmon, steelhead and delta
smelt. Other species of concern are
splitteil, Sacramento perch and a variety
of fish species including stocked trout.

Based upon current knowledge of the
physical and biological processes that
influence the spread and impact of pike
on aguatic ecosystems, the pike
population in Lake Davis appears
poised to have a serious and widespread
environmental impact on California’s
aquatic ecosystems. If the pike
population is not eradicated, biological
and physical processes or physical
movement by humans will eventually
result in the spread of the pike
population to downstream locations.
The risk of such a spread has steadily
increased since 1999 as the pike
population in Lake Davis has increased
in numbers. Due to the pike
containment in just the Lake Davis area,
a window of opportunity exists to
eliminate the species from the state.

Proposed Action

The EIS proposed action is to issue
the required Forest Service Special Use
Permit needed to carry out CDFG’s
proposed project. This would include a
Forest Closure in the immediate area
surrounding Lake Davis for public safety
and to protect archaeological sites. The
CDFG proposed project involves the
draw down of Lake Davis to a volume
of about 10,000-20,000 acre-feet. A
liquid rotenone formulation would then
be applied to eliminate pike. The
remaining water held in Lake Davis and
any ponded water, and waters flowing
into Lake Davis, potentially from the
headwaters of the three main tributaries,
Big Grizzly, Freeman and Cow Creeks,
to the reservoir, or wetland areas, ponds
etc., adjacent to the flowing waters that
are tributary to Lake Davis within its
watershed would be treated with liguid
rotenone at concentrations sufficient to
eradicate the pike. It is anticipated at
this time that the concentration of
rotenone used would be 2 ppm.

Possible Alternatives

To date, the following alternatives
have been preliminarily identified: (1)
Proposed Action (preferred alternative);
{2} No action alternative that would
continue the current management plan;
(3} Draw down the reservoir to
minimum pool (approximate surface
area of 25 acres, remaining volume
about 8¢ acre feet) and use liguid
rotenone; {4) Draw reservoir down to
48,000 acre-feet and eradicate with
liquid rotenone; (5) Completely dewater
reservoir and tributaries.

Lead and Cooperating Agencies

The Forest Service is the lead agency
in the preparation of the EIS, CDFG is
the lead agency for the preparation of
the EIR. Both agencies are cooperating
to prepare a joint EIR/EIS.

Responsible Official

Angela L. Dillingharm, District Ranger,
Beckwourth Ranger District, P.O. Box 7,
Blairsden, CA 96103.

Nature of Decision To Be Made

Whether to issue a special use permit
to CDFG for access throngh, and use of,
National Forest lands to Lake Davis for
implementing the proposed rorthern
pike eradication project. Whether to
implement a Forest Closure during
implementation of the proposed project.

Scoping Process

Public scoping meetings are
scheduled as follows:

September 26, 2005, there will be two
sessions, 1-3 pm and 6:30-9 pm, at the
Easterm Plumas Health Care Education
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Center, 500 1st Avenue, Portola,
California;

September 28, 2005, there will be two
sessions, 1-3 pm and 6:30~9 pm, at the
Radisson Hotel, 500 Leisure Lane,
Sacramento, California.

Permits or Licenses Required

Approval from the following Agencies
is required: U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service; U.S. Forest Service; Central
Valley Regional Water (Juality Control
Board; California Department of Water
Resources; California Department of
Health Services; Northern Sierra Air
Quality Management District; California
Department of Pesticide Regulation;
1.8, Army Corps of Engineers;
Environmental Protection Agency.

Comment Requested

This notice of intent initiates the
scoping process which guides the
development of the EIS. Comments
submitted during the scoping process
should be in writing or e-mail, and
should be specific to the proposed
action, The comments should describe
as clearly and completely as possible
any point of dispute, debate or
disagreement the commentater has with
the proposed action. Once scoping
letters are teceived, all potential issues
will be identified to analyze in depth,
and a reasonable range of alternatives
will be developed to address those
significant issnes. Potential _
environmental effects of the proposed
action as well as alternatives will be
analyzed in the EIS,

Early Notice of Importance of Public
Participation in Subsequent
Environmental Review: A draft
environmental impact statexent {as part
of a joint EIR/EIS} will be prepared for
comment, The comment period on the
draft EIS will be 45 days from the date
the Environmental Protection Agency
publishes the notice of availability in
the Federal Register.The Forest Service
believes, at this early stage, itis
important to give reviewers notice of
several court rulings related to public
participation in the environmental
review process. First, reviewers of draft
environmental impact statements must
structure their participation in the
environmental review of the proposal so
that it is meaningfol and alerts an
agency to the reviewer’s position and
contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435 U.8, 519, 553
(2978). Also, environmental objections
that could be raised at the draft
environmental impact statement stage
but that are not raised until after
completion of the final environmental
impact statement may be waived or
dismissed by the courts. City of Angoon

v, Hodel, 803 F.2d 1016, 1022 (8th Cir.
1986) and Wisconsin Heritages, inc. v.
Harris, 480 F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D.
Wis. 1980). Because of these court
rulings, it is very important that those
interested in this proposed action
participate by the close of the 45-day
comment period for the draft EIS so that
substantive comments and objections
are made available to the Forest Service
at a time when it can meaningfully
consider them and respond to them in
the final environmental impact
statement.

To assist the Forest Service in
identifying and considering issues and
concerns on the proposed action,
comments on the draft environmental
imnpact statement should be as specific
as possible. It is also helpful if
commenis refer to specific pages or
chapters of the draft statement.
Comments may also address the
adequacy of the draft environmental
impact statement or the merits of the
alternatives formulated and discussed in
the statement. Reviewers may wish to
refer to the Council on Environmental
QQuality Regulations for implementing
the procedural provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act at 40
CFR 1503.3 in addressing these points.

Comments received, including the
names and addresses of those who
comment, will be considered part of the
public record on this proposal and will
be available for public inspection.

{Authority: 40 CFR 1501.7 and 1508.22;
Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Section
21).

Dated: September 7, 2005.
Angela L. Dillingham,
District Ranger.
[FR Doc. 05-18204 Filed 9-13-05; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-11-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Ketchikan Resource Advisory
Committee

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of meeting.

summary: The Ketchikan Resource
Advisory Committee will meet in
Ketchikan, Alaska, October 13, 2005 and
December 15, 2005, The purpose of
these meetings is to discuss potential
projects under the Secure Rural Schools
and Community Self-Determination Act
of 2000.

DATES: The meetings will be held

October 12, 2005 and December 15,
2005 at 6 p.m.

ADDRESSES: The meetings will be held at
the Southeast Alaska Discovery Center
Learning Center (back entrance), 50
Main Street, Ketchikan, Alaska. Send
written comments fo Ketchikan
Resource Advisory Committee, c/o
District Ranger, USDA Forest Service,
3031 Tongass Ave., Ketchikan, AK
99901, or electronically to
ikolund@fs.fed.us.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lynn Kolund, District Ranger,
Ketchikan-Misty Fiords Ranger District,
Tongass National Forest, (907) 228~
41090,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
mestings are open to the public
Committes discussion is limited to
Forest Service staff and Committee
members. However, public input
opportunity will be provided and
individuals will have the opportunity to
address the Committee at that time.

Dated: September 6, 2005.
Forrest Cole,
Forest Supervisor.
[FR Doc. 05-18207 Filed 9-13~05; 8:45 aml]
BILLING CODE 3410-11-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Submission for OMB Review:;
Comment Request

DOC has submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) for
clearance the following proposal for
collection of information under the
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction
Act (44 U.S.C. chapter 35).

Agency: 1.8, Census Bureau.

Title: 2006 Person Interview and
Person Interview Reinterview
Operations.

Form Number(s): None (aufomated
instrument}.

Agency Approval Number: None,

Type of Reguest: New collection.

Burden: 2,017 hours.

Number of Respondents: 6,050,

Average Hours Per Response: 20
minutes.

Needs and Uses: The U.5. Census
Burean requests authorization from the
Office of Management and Budget to
conduct a Census Coverage
Measurement (CCM) Operation in
preparation for the 2010 Census. The
CCM operation is to occur during the
2006 Census Test to evaluate new
approaches that would produce
improved measures of coverage error
components for persons ennmerated
while making reductions in the number
of people duplicated.




PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND INITIAL STUDY
LAKE DAVIS PIKE ERADICATION PROJECT

1, Project Title
Lake Davis Pike Eradicalion Project

2 Lead Agency Name and Address
California Department of Fish ahd Gamié
Sacramenfo Valley and Gentral Sierra Region
1764 Nimbus Road
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

3 Gontact Person and Phone Number Send Commenits To;
Dr. £d Pert, Project Manager Julie Cunningham
Lake Davis Pike Eradication Project California Department of Fish:and Game
California Department of Fish and Game: Portola:Fisld Office
Fnshenes Program Branch P.O. Box 1858
1842 9 ‘Street Portola, CA 96122
Sacramento, CA 95814 (530}832~4069
(918) 445-3616 northernpike@dfg.ca.gov
4 Project Location

Lake Davis, its upstream tributaries and a portion of Big Grizzly Creek downstream of Grizzly’ Valley
Dam. Location in Plumas County, California; near the.City of Portola.. See: Attachment A Figures 1 and'2.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Caiiforma Departmem of Fish and Game:
1701 Nimbus Road
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

8. General Plan Designation
Important Timber
7. Zoning
General Forest.
8. Bescnptmn of Project
“The proposed project includes the drawdown of Lake Davis to-a volume of about 10,000-20,000. acre-
feet and applying a liquid form of rotenoné to eradicate horthern pike from the reservoir-and its tributaries.

See Attachment A (Project Description).

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
The project is located near Portola, California, within the Plumas National Forest. Surrounding land uses
include timbet, grazing, and recieation. Sée Attachmernit A (Project Description).

10; Ofther agencies whose approval is required
U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service
1.8, Forest Service
U.8. Army Gorps of Engineers
Centyal Valley Regional Water Quality Gontrol Board
California Department of Water Resources
California Department of Health Services
Northern Sierra Alr Quality Management District
Californiz Départment of Peslicide Regidation

“in

(




ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environimental factors chacked below would be peténtially affected by. this project, involving at leastone-
impact that Is'a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by'the chetkliston the following pages.

Aesthetics r Agriculiure Resources Alr-Quality

Biological Resources” Cultural Resources Gevlogy. /Soils

Hazards & Hazardous Land Use:/ Planning

' Hydrology / Water Gusality
Materials : )

r1 Mineral Resources Noise Poputation ! Housing

L"}

Public Services Recreation Trahsportation/Traffic

I=!

o Utilities / Service Systems " Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be compieted by the Lead Agency)
On the basis:of this initial evaluation:

I ind that the proposed project COULD NOTihave-'a-sigmﬁcan’t éffoct of the environment, ahd
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

o lind thatslifiough the proposed projest could have a significant effect on'the environment,
there will not be a-significant effect.in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepafed. _ L . _ :

I'find thaf the proposed project MAY have a ighificant effect on the-envirenment, and an.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT s required.. - ' .

I I'find that the proposed.project MAY have a "potentially significant impact™-or "potentially
sighificant unless mitigated™ impact onthe environment, but at least ong effect 1) hasbeen
adeguately analyzed inan earlief document purstant to applicable legal stahdards; and 2j has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on'the earlier analysis as described on ,
attached shests. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT lsrequired, but it mustanalyze only
the effects that remain:to be addressed. R

7 | find that although the proposed project cotild have & significant effgct on the environthent,
because all patentially significant effects. (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR:
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant fo applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to‘that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DEGLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature ' Dateé

S,ig_nature Date




EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1.

‘of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially: Significant Impac]

A brief explanhation is required for all answers. except "No impact“ answers thatare: adequately supporied
by the'information sources & lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question: A "No Impact"
answer is adequate}y supporﬁed ifthe referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the onednvolved (e:g., the. prcuect Falls outside afault-rupture zone) A 'No
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors ag well as general
standards (&.9., the project will not expose sensitive feceptors'to poliutants, based.on a project~spec;f’ t

soreening analysis).

All answers miust take account 6f the whole action involved, inéiudi’hg off-site as well as on-site,

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well a8 direct, and constiiiction &5 well as operational.
impacts. '

Onee the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may oecur, then the: checklist-

answers must indicate whether the irpact is potentially significant, tess than s:gmf‘ icant with mitigation, or
less than significant. "Potentially Significant Imipact” is appropriate if thete: s substantial evidence thet an
effect may be s:gmf‘ icant, i there are one-ormore "Potentla. y:Significant’ Impact”entries when the.
determination is'made, an EIR'is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Sigrificant With Mitigation Encorpmrated" app

ties where ihe mca,rporat:on

Significant fmpact.” The fead agency must describe the mitigation:measures, and b
reduce the effect to-a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Sectton XVIE “Far
Analyses," may be crass-referenced):

Earlier analyses may be.used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
gffect has been adequately ana!yzed in an eatlier EIR or-negative deciarahon Sectlon 15063(c ¥3)DY. In

this. case, a brief dlscussmn should identify.the followint:

a, Earlier Analysis Used, Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. impacts. Adequateiy Addressed. Identify which effects from itie above chy 'ckhst were within the:
scope of and adequately analyzed in.an earfier dogument pursuant to apphcabie Eegai standards;
and state whether such-effects were addressed by: mltrgatlmn measires-based on the earlier
anaEysas

Ci Mitigation Measures: For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
incorporated,” describe: the: m;t:gaﬁon measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and theextentito which they address site- Speaf‘ ic-conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged toincorporate into the checkhs’a references to infarmation sources for
potential impacts {e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared.orbutside

document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the-page or pages where'the statement is
‘substantiated.

Supporting Infermation Sources: A-source list should be attached, and othier sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is ohly.a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use.different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checkiist that are relevant to @ project's efivironmental
effects in whatever format is-selected..

The explanagtion of each issue should identify:
a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance




Issues:

Botentially. Less Than Less Than No.
Significant Significant Significant Impact.
Impact with Impact:
Mitigation
Incorporation

1. AESTHETICS - Would the project:

) Have & substantial adverse effect ona
seenic vista?

c W c

b)Bubstantially damage scenic resources,
including; but not limited 1o, trees, roek
duteroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

,1
o
o

=

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual 0 n ri
charagter or quality of the'site and ifs:

surrcundings?

d) Create @ new source of substantial light or r [ [ - §

glare which would adversely affect:day or
nighttime views in'the area?

i AESTHETICS

Sefting

This area has very high aesthetic values, which are-very important to privats homepwners, residents, recreational
visitors 4t Lake Davis and businesses providing goods aind services to the touristindustry in the vicinity of Portola:
and-eastern Plumas County. Most shoreline locations provide views of the lake and adjacent mountains. The lake
is visible from picnic:areas, campgrounds, boatramps-and private residences. County Road 126 (Lake Davis

Road) and County Road 112 (Grizzly Road) are designated as scenic roads in the Plumas County General Plan

(Plumas County 1987). ..

Evalustion

a:. The waterline of fhe reservelr would be drawn down below _\g@éh_é‘;ﬁisjndrméi[y; experienced fof several months
anid possibly over ongyear, prior 1o the application of rotenonie.: If refill Is not complete during the. following.
winter or spring; the waterline would be below normal for an estimated one or two recreational seasons
foliowing the application of rolencne.
Other visual elements of the project include motor vehicles, boats, pesticide containers-and application
equipment, all of which would be removed from the project-area except for the period of time needed to
implement the project. The-application of rotenone may result in'a temporary white appearance’to the
reservoir. '

If & containment stristure is installéd within the reservois, portions may be visible from some locations: Such
a structure may be visible for several months during reservoir drawdown.

Any potentially significant impacts will be analyzéd in'the EIR.
b. The project area is not visible from a state scanic highway.

¢. The visual characterand quality of the site would be impacted as deseribed in item {a). Any potentiaily
significant impacts will be analyzed in the EIR.

d.  Project implementation would not introduce any light or glareto the project area.

i




Potentially Less Than, Less Than Mo
Significant Significant: Significant tmpact
Impact “with Impact;
Mmgatmn
Incorporation.

I AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In
determiining whether iripacts to-agricuitural
resources are srgmf;cant eavironmental
effects, lead: ‘agencies:may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation-and
Site-Assessment Model (1897) prepared by
the'California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model 1o use in assessing impacts
o agriculture and farmland, Would the:
project:

&) Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue nl N Il
Farmiand, or Farmland of Statewide ) }
lmpnrtance (Farmland) as-shown onthe
map$ prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mappingand Moniforing Program of the
California Resources Agericy, to non-
agricultural use?

b) Coenflict with:existing zoning for.agricultural I ] [
use, of & Williamson Agt contract?

¢) Involve other changes In the.existing [ 0 Wi
enwronment which, due to their location or ‘ '
rigfure; could resultin conversion of

Farmkand to ncnbagncuiturat use’P

I AGRICUL TURAL RE‘SOURCES
Setting

Timber, livestock, field crops (Alfalfa Hay, Meadow Hay, Grain Hay, Irr gated, Meadow and Range Pasture) and
miscellanieous crops (Nursery, Apiary, Seed, Friiit, Potatoes, Grain, etc) make up the: ma]onty ofagncuiture in
Plumas Gority (Plumas-Siera Counties 2003), With thie exceptions of timberand cattle’ grazing, none of these
activities occur within 0.5 mile of the project location. Tirmiber stands in the vicinity of Lake Davis are penodlcaily
harvested. Livestock grazmg ‘takes place on National Forest lands adjacent to Lake Davis and ifs tributaries. From
June 16" to Beptember 18", wheh Lake Davis is low, grazing is-pérmitted up-io the lake.edge and below the high-
water miark.

Evaludgtion
a,  The project involves no agricultural conversion.

b, The project would not confiict with existing zoning for. Lake Davis and adjacent lands, Lands zonedfor
agricultural Uses adjacent to Lake Davis would not be substatitially affected by project: activities. The
groject will not oceur on properfties subject to 2 Williamson Act contract. The Environmental Protection
Agency considers rotenone safe to-use in-the presenceof cattle (USEPA 1981) (s¢e Biological Resources
Section IVa, page 11). However, any potential significant impacts will be analyzed'in the EIR.

c. No project activities Would ocour on desighatéd farmland or causé chiangss that would lead tothe conversion
of farmiand fo non-agficultural Use.

i"~
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Potentially Less Than Le-_.ss:"‘!'han‘ No.
Significant  Significant.  -Significant impact.

Impract with tmpact

 Witigation

Incorporation
11, AIR.QUALITY = Where available, the.
significance criteria established by the
applicable air guality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to-
make the following determinations. Would
the project:
&) Conflict with or obsirtict implementation of ] [ 5] | |

the applicable air guality plan?

b} Violate any air quality standard or 1 Wy r
contribute substantially {0 an existing or

projected aif quality violation?

6) Resit i a cumulatively considerable net o o 0
increase of any-criteria poflutant for which the:

project region is non-attainment under.an.

applicable federal or state ambierit air qualify

standard (including releasing eimissions

which exceed guantitative thresholds for

gzone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 01 | [
pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a £y ul [}

substantial number of people?
HI. AIR QUALITY
Setting

The Northern Sierra Alr Quality Management District (NSAQMD) i within the Mountain Counties Air Basin as.
defined by the California Air Resources Board. The NSAQMD has jurisdiction over ait quality issues in the Lake
Davis area, Overallair quality in most areas of the district during 2004 was good, although the District had “non-
attainment” statils for ozohe in 2004 due to-air politition traveling upwind from the Sacramerito and Bay areas:
(NSAQMD 2005).

Air pollution is regiilated by twe types of standards: emission standards and ambient air quality standards. Ambient
air quality standards are levels of air poliutants that if exceedéd are-considered.unhealthy to breathe. An aregis
sald to be in attainment If there have been no Violations of an ambient air quality standard.. [f there have been
violations of a standard, then the state or federal government designates the-area “non-attainment” for that
pollutant (CDFG 2002, Joe Fish, Deputy Pollution Patrol Officer, pers. comm. April 25, June-30.and July:6.2005),
Emission standards are the levels of air pollutants-that & souice:is allowed 1o release into the-air.

Evaluation

a. There is no air quality plan for the Lake Davis area (Joe Fish, Deputy Pollution Patrot Officer; pers. comm.
Aprll 25, June 30 and July 6 20085),

b. Inregards toalr quality standards, the NSAQMD-would conduct.a prefiinary screening analysis of potential
air emissions from the project based on Material Safety Data Sheets for any commercially available and
licensed forms of formulated rotenione, {he amount of pesticide proposed for use;.and the propesed duration of
use (JoeFish, Deputy Pollution Patrol Officer, pers..comm.). Although itis not-anticipated thatemission
releases would: excead any-air-quality standards, potentially significant effects;to air quality from-emission

.




C.

release Will be analyzed in the EIR,

The NSAQMD is currently considered non-attainment for the state standard for particulate matter less’ than 10
microns diameter (PM1D) and ozone, The use of formulated rotenone would not produce ozone:of pamculate'
matter, therefore no net increase of these air quality parameéters would.occur. Reservoir drawdewn would:
expose additional areas of the reservoir botiom, potentially causmg an increase in dust from dried exposed
sediments. Any potentially significant impacts will be analyzed in the EIR.

There is potential for an increase in particulate matter due fo reservoir drawdown. See discussion for ltem-(b).
Any potentially significant impacts will be analyzed in the EiR.

Sensitive receptors are considered people (not people working on'the ptoject, as they will be: protected with
appropriate equipmerit) who are-considered particulanly:sensitive to-air quality conditions. Examples include
smatll children, elderly people, of people with respiratory- disorders. Potentially significant tmpacts will be.
analyzed in the EIR.

Some rotenone formulations may have a smell (ke the: ‘smell of mothballs) whichis probably due to. alrbome
concentrations {greater than 40 pph)of naphthalene and methyinaphihaiene which are‘solventsiin some
roterione formulations. ‘This smell may last for séveral days, depending on air and water ternperatures ahd:
wind directions, These relatively “hieavy” organic compounds tend to sink {remain ¢lose 1o the ground} and

move:downwind (AFS 2000, CDPR 1998},

Atotal of 74 citizens reported experigncing symptoms of iiness when Lake Davis:was freated with rotenone in
October 1997, Of these individuals; 80 reported smelling an. odok, Descnptuons&of-the edorincluded “chemical
smell," “extremely powerful odor,” and “mothball-ike odor.” The California-Department of Pestitide Regulation

found na health effects from this smell (CDPR 1998).

The proposed project may result in:some odor due fo solvents as described above or decaying fish priorto
their colleétion and disposal. Potential air-quality impatts due 16 odorwill be analyzed.in theEIR.

.




Potentially . LessThan.  LessThan No
Significant  Significant’  -Significant.  Impact
tmpact with Impact
Mitigation '
Incorporation.

VUBIOLOGICAL RESCURCES ~ Would the.
project;

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly orthrough habitat modifications, on
-any species identified as.a candidate,
sensitive; of special status species in local or
regional plans; policies, or regulations, orby
the California Department of Fish and Game
or'U:S, Fish and Wildlife Service?

i
L3
(I

b) Have & substafifial adverse effect onany
Hparian habitat of other serisitive natural
community identified in local or regional
‘plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Depattment of Fish and Game.or
S Fish and Wildiife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally proiected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act
(ingluding, ‘but not limited 10, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other

dyInterfere substantialiy with the movement.
of any native Tesident or migratory fish or
wildlife speties or with established native
residentormigratory wildiife-corridors, or
impede thé use of native wildlife rilrsery
sites?

e L U

ey Conflict with any local policies or 1 s 07
ordinances protecting biclegical resources,

such-as atred preservation policy or

ofdinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adapted Il ) a
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural oo
GCommunity Conservation Plan; or pther
approved local, regional, or state habitat
congervation plan?
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Setling
Vegetation
The plant life surrounding Lake Davis is characterized s an east side pine:complex with scattered aspen stands:
Vegetation Is sagebrush and grassy meadow with scattered ping on-the flat terrain near the reservoir shore;
changing to a dense ‘stand of Jeffrey pine, pofiderosa pine and fir on'the steeper:slopes and ridges: Wet
meadows surrounded by dense stands of lodgepole pine extend along the major tributary streams onthe west
side of the reservoir. Habitat types include grassy meadow, bigsagebrush, eastside pine, lodgepole, and mixed
-8




conifer (CDFG. 1997). The lake shore below the high waler mark varies in width depetiding 6h reservoir level, anid
is:sparsely vegetated, mosﬂy with annuals. Atthe hlgh water level, there is a sparse scattering of willow (Salix
spp.) at'the edge of the reservoir,

Aquattic vegetation in the reservoir includes waterweed (Elodea spp.), coontail (Ceratophyllinm demersuin),
pohdweed (Pofomageion spp.); water buttercup (Ranunculus. aquatffus) arum-leaved drrgw-head (Sagfttana
cuneatay and filamentous algae. Aquatsc vegetation begins growing during the spring, in some'years creating up {o
6-foot thick mats.of vegetation covering nearly 100 percent of the lake from mict summer through fall (COFG 2001).
Betwéeh the lake leveland htgh»water miatk, vegetation consists of sedges {Carex:sp.) and forbs tolerant.of
inundation. Two.moss species, Meesia Lliginosa:ant Bolrychitm mmganense and a fern Pyrocoma lucida, have
been found in the project area,

Eleven special-status-plants are known that could potentially- ocour in'the wcsmty of the projéctarea: lens-pod - milks:
veteh (Astragalus lentiformis), Plumias ivesia (Ivesia seriolenca), Sierra Valley ivesla (Ivesia aperia var, aperta),
Egd Lake monkey flower (Mimulus pygmaeus), sticky pytrocoma (Pyriocoma lucida), Sheldon’s sedge {(Carex.
‘shefdomf} ‘sweet marsh butterweed (Senecio hydrophiloides), Suksdorf's milk-vetch (Astragalu forae var,
suksdorfif), Lemmeon’s milk-vetch (Astragalus.Jemmoniee), Pulsifer's: milk-vetch {Astragalus pul var.

piisiferae), and Quiney lupine (Lupinus dalesize), See Attachment B for. addat;onai mformatmn on these: ptants

Wildiife

Wildlife specles that-occur in the Lake Davis basin typify those of eastside-pine habitats (CD FG 199?) Two
species-of big game use the geheral area: mule deer (Odocoa!eus hemionus)and blagk bear. (Umus ameticanus).
The eniire shoreline tonstitutes deer-sutimer range;; and is:also used by bears and upland game species, Areas
along the southern, eastern and northern margins of Lake Davis are design '
in the Plumas County-General Plan: The Doyle deer herd uses the project area a
estimated-at 1,470 deer (CDFEG 2008). Fawning grounds are located. adiacent to-and.sol
Creek (Plufas Natiohal Forest Map 2005). Afeas on Crocker Mountain.and in the watershed below Lake Davis
are designated as'important deer fabitat (Plumas County 1987), Mammal species in hud uS SpBtie
western gray and Douglas’ sqwrreis (Sc:urus griseus, Tamiasciurus: doug!assrr). cotton
hares.(Lepus.spp.), beavers (Castor canadens;s) coyotes. (Canis Iatrans), mouniain [tons.(Felfs concolor , shrews
(Sorex spp.), moles (Scapanusispp.), mice; gophers (Thomoimys $pp.)-and: raccoons (Procyon. Iotor). Fourteen
species of wateffow! use the seasonal and permanent wellands'for nesting in the d freg

concentrate in the area durmg fall migration (USFS 1988). The entire surface of Lal Daws provades waterfowl
habitat (CDWR 1973) Bird species include hummingbirds, woodpeckers; ﬂycatchers Jays; chickadees, warblers,
sparrows, and finches, wildturkey (Meleagris gallopavo),and blue grouse (Dendragapus obscurus) (CDWR: 1973)
Willow flycatcher habitat occurs north of Lake Davis-and on the western edge of Lake Davis (Plumas National.
Forest Map 2005). Birds of prey known to use the areainclude red-tailed hawks: {Buteo jamaicensis), northern
harriers (Circus cyaneus), American kestrels (Falco sparverius), golden eagles {Aquila chrysaetos), great-harned
owls (Bubo virginianus), bald eagle- {Haf:aeetus leucocephaius), osprey (Pandlon haligetug)ard horthern goshawk
(Accipiter gentilis) (CDWR 1973, Dennis Chester, Wildlife Biologist, pers. comm..2001). Suitable habitat and
Protécted Activity Ceriters (PAC) for the notthern goshawk and ‘spotted owl occur in the project area (Plumas
National Forest Map 2008). Great gray owl {Sirix nebulose) were detected i in 2004 and 2005 (Russ Nickerson,
Wildlife Riologist; pers. comm. 2005}

T

There is a Bald Eagle Management Area:.and Plan for the Lake Davis area (USFE 2004).

A preliminary assessment was made in 2002 of spec{akstaws wildiife species thit have the potential to occur in
the vicinity of Lake Davis, Detailed information s provided in Attachment C.

Phytoplaiikton and Zooplankton
Phytoplankton, the:microscopic single-cell algae that five in the water column, are the base of the Lake Davis food
chain. Theyare grazed upon by zooplankion that make up much of the food base for tfout and juvenile northern

pike. Zooplanktori fourid in Lake Davis include cladocerans (Daphinia pulex, Diaphanosoma:spp., Ceriodaphnia
spp..and Bosmina spp.), rolifers {Asplancha spp.), and copepods in the orders Calanoida and: Cyclopoida.

Aguatic Magcro-Invertebrates

Aquat:c macro-invertebrates form a varied community of herbivores, predators, and scavengers throughout- Lake f
Davis and its surrounding waters. They include insects, mollusks; worms; and crustaceans. Many of the insetts
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emerge from the waters as adults and take to the fand and alr, where they mate o complete their fife-cycle. Most
of these- organisms are. in turn preyed upon by many of the: vertebrate predators {fish, amphlbaans reptiles, birds,’
sma!E mammals) inthe lake and its nearby. habitats:

Many species of aquatlo insects-are found in the resenfow and its tributary streams and springs. They: mclude
members of the orders:Coleopetera {beetles), Diptera (ﬁres midges, mosquitoes, etc.), Ephemeroptera. (mayflies},.
Hemiiptera. (water stridets, water boatmen, stc.), Odonata {dragonflies and damseiﬂlas) Plecoptéra (stoneflies)
and Trichoptera (caddisflies) (CDFG 1997). In the laks, they.itilize habitats ranging from the surface fi i, dawn
through the lush near-shore aguatic plant béds, ta'the deep water benthic sediments. Bottom samples indicate the
presence:of a variety of midges including Chfronomus atrefla and Chaoborus flavicans {CDWR 1971).

Noh-insect aguatic invertebrates include leeches (H@!obdeﬂa stagna!fs and Dina spp.), which are périodically
abundant and may b found attachied to-waders" legs. Aquatic-shails (Physa spp.and Gyrau!us spp ) have also
been co!lected ashave nonna’{sve cravfishés (Pasfifasticus leniusculus) (CDFG 1997).

'Amphibians and Reptiles:

A visual enoounter survey was.conducted in 2004 to delgrming the species cmmposntaon and dlstnbutton of
amphzblans and-Teptiles within the watershed: Western toads (Bufo-borea$) and Pacific treefrogs (Hyia regilia)
wers the most common:amphibian species¢ detected dufing the survey. Long-toed: salamanders (Ambysioma
macordactylumyand gartersnakes (Thamnophis spp.) were also detected (CDFG 2004). Additional amphibian
surveys will be conducted in 2006,

The rainbow trout (Oneorhynchus mykiss) fishery.of Lake Davisis artificially maintained through:intensive: stockmg
programg by the California Departrment of Fish and Game, Nonhatlve’ northerh pike (Esox luciusyis present in
Lake Davis in increasing numbers and is the fotus: of the proposed project. Othéer species found in Lake Davis and.
its tributary streams include the fellowmg nonnhative species: pumpkinseed sunfish:(Lepomis gibbosus), golden
shiner (Notemigonus crysofeucas), brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), brown trout (Salmo frutta), brook trout
(Salvelinus fontinalis) and largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides). All.of these species have been introduced by
humans. The species cornposition reflécts survey results using gight types of sampling geaf in 1999 through the
present (CDFG 2003).

Big Grizzly Creek above and-below Lake Dav;s is designated asimportant fish habitat in the County Geheral Plan
(Plumas County 1987).

Evaluation

a. Rotenone; the active ingredient in liguid rotenone formulations; is extremely- {oxic to fish. Rotenoneisalso
toxic to other gill-breathing: organisms suth-as aquatic’ invertebrate nymphs and larvae and some forms of
amphibians. The.reason for the hightexicity fo gill-breathing organisms is that, wheh in’ waler, fotengriels.
readily absorbed actoss the gill surfade into the circulatory system of the organism {AFS. 2000) Fighand |
other gilled aquatic organisms that canniot leave the Wwater would be axposed to patentially fatal concentrat:ons
of rotenone.

Birds and mamrmals that-eat dead fish and drink treated water would pot be.affecied, because all‘animals have
natural enzymes in the digestive tract that neutrafize rotenone (AFS 2000). C;aitle graze in the project area:
and may drink Lake Davis water. The' USEPA considers rotenone safé to usethe presence of cattle (USEPA
1081}

During recent roterione tréatments in California, fish-eating birds and mammals were found foraging on dymg'
and recently dead fish for several days following treatrhient (AFS+ 2000, CDFG 1994). Following this

abundarice of dead fish, a temporary reduction in food suppises for fish- or invertebraie-eating birds and
mammals would result antit the fish and'invertebrates are restored.

The USFS Bald Eagle Managemefit Arga js located in the north and west sides of the reservoir (USFS 2004).

USFWS will be consulted on potential impacts to the bald eagle. Potentially significant impacts to the bald
eagle and other special status or sensitive species, and cattle will be analyzed in the EIR.




b. Projectactivities would take place along shoreisnes ;n tributanes, and Within the reservmr When water ;levets
are low, the vegetated shoreline is well above the water line. and project activities would riot affect ripar
vegetation, Reservair drawdown may temporarily lower the water table which may: affer:t npanan habxta’t Any. P
potentaally signific icant. &mpacts will.he: ana]yzed inthe EIR. : _ : &

C Reservow drawdown may fower the water table n adjacem meadow. areas However itis not clear if the.
praject would have substantial adverse effects on federally protected wetlands as:defi ned by Section 404 of
the:Clean Water:Act through:direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,-or other means.-Application of
roténone is not considered “dredge.and fill” under Section 404 of the Clean WaterAdt. The U.S.Army Corp of
Engineers will be consultéd and any potenttaiiy s;gmf icarnt. :mpacis will be: anaiyzed ifi the: EiR

d. The: only:native i sh found in. Lake Davis is the rambow troui stacked by the Gailforma Department-of Flsh and
Game. Lower reserveir lavels may change movement patterns-of these fish. The project may includea.
gontainment structure o structures installed in Lake Davis to prevent the downstrear movement of pike.
Such structures would prevent the downstream movement of all fish species. Any potentially slgrificant
|mpacts will be analyzed in the EIR.

Lake Dav;s is use;:i by magratory waterfowl Lower than normal watel Ievets durmg the wmter and s‘ . A
reduce the surface area’of the réservoiravailable; Waiterfowl, such as Canada goose (Bramfaw anadens_, )-Lise
the-shores surrounding Lake Davis as nesting sites. Any potentially significant’ ‘impacts will be-analyzed in the
EIR.

¢. No such policies exist for the projectarga.

. No Habitat Congervailon Plans or Natural Community-Conservation Plang existfor thearea.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Bignificant Slgmﬂcant impact
dmipact with Imipact
Mitlgatton

incorporation

V. CULTURAL RESQURGES -'Would the

project:

@) Cause'a substantial adverse change in the r (1 .
significance of & historical resource ds

defined in "15064.57

by Causea substantial adverse.change in the o Il ri

significahce of an.archaeological resource
pursugntio '1b064.57

¢) Divectly or indirectly destroy a uriique i r 0
paleontological resource or site-or unique

geologic featurg?

d) Disturb any human remains,; including ] T I

those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Setting

~1T-




Piumas County. has:a rich history of agriculture, gold mining, logging, failroads, and Native: Americdn habitation,
According to the Californiia Native Heritage Commission: {CNHC}, 521 Naftive-Americans five in Plumas County
{CNAHC 2005) This.groupis composed of pnmaniy Maadu indians.

Prehistofic: sztes 0eeur at several shoreling loeations within. the project ared. Some historo sitesiin the: generai grea
include the remains of a large railvoad logging svstern dating to the 1920s — 19308, a 1920s era sawimil site, and

resources ‘assoclated with early range-activities. The Beckwourth Emigrant Trail also passes: directly through the-
project area (NCC 2000). Locations of prehistoric-and historic habitation along the. origmai Grizzly Creek: ciramage
viithin the project vicinity have been inundated by the reservoir since. 1967, -and while many are ho longer

accessible, sensitive archaeological sites will likely beexposed in the' wcml’sy of the laké share depending on fake
level (Dan Efiiott, District. Archaeologist pers; comm. Apriland July, 2005).._Some areas of the:northem and
western .ake Davis shoreline are designated as “areas with.potential toyleld gs yet unrecorded hlstorrc and
archaeological resources” in the Plumas County General Plan (Plumas County 1987),

Evaluation

4. Histofic and. prehsstonc resource sites exist within the project area. Some: of these areas have besn: mundaied
st current reservoir Jevels, but could be exposed if the reservoir were drawi down: This couid increase their
vulnerability-to human disturbance. Any potentially significant nmpacts to. historicand. prehlstorlc resource sites
withinthe project-area will be:analyzed in the EIR. This willbe done:in.cooperation with-the: LS. Forest -
Setvice, the Native Amherican community, the Califomia Depariment.of Water Resources and the California
State Historle Preservation Office,

b. See discussion for item (a). Any:potentially significant impacts fo historic and prehlstonc resource; sites within
the projectaréa will be analyzed inithe EIR. Thiswill be:done ih coopération with the L.S. Forest-Service, the
Native Armefican community, the Califorria’ Departiient of Water Resources and the California State Historig
F’reservation Office.

¢. The geoiogy of the reservoir bed {Grizzly Valley) is characterized as recent alluvium (Quarternary basin
depossts) which is not typical for fossil resources (CDC 1992, Chester, Wildlife Biologist, pers. comm. 2001).
No unigue gevlogical features:are kriown, or noted on. U8, -Geological Survey quadratigle sheets for Lake
Davis(USGS 1972, 1994), .

d. See discussion for liem (a). -Any potentfally significant impacts to historic and prehsstonc resource snes \mthm
the praject area will be analyzed in'the EIR. This:wil be done in-cooperation with the U.S. Forest Seirvice, the
Native American comitiunity, the Califoinia Deparimenit of Water Resources and the Califordia State Historic
Preservation Office.
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Potentilly Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact with: " impact
Mitigation:
incorporation

VI.GEOLOGY AND.SOILS ~ Would the
project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential. o i 0
sybstaiitial adverse effects; including the risk
of loss, injury, or death.involving:

iy Rupture of a known earthguake fault, as. m ri »
delingated on the st recent Alquist-Priolo '
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the

State Geologist for the area-or'basedon - -

other substantial evidence of'a known fault?

Réfer to Division of Mifies and Geology

Special Publication 42,

i) Strong seismic-ground shaking? Ini I3 .

iil) Seismic-related ground failure, including T : ey -
liguefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b)Restilt in substanfial-soll efosion or the
loss of topsoil?

I3
3
[

¢) Be:located on a geologic-unit.or soil thatis
unstable, or that would- become unstable-as
‘@ result of the project and poteritially result.
in on- or:off-site landslide; lateral spreading,
subsidence; liquefaction or collapse?

d) Belocated on.expansive soll, as defined in 1 i [
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code:

{1994), treating substantial risks to life-or

property?

&) Have soils incapable of adequately [ 0 [
supporting the usg-of eptic tanks or

altgrnative waste water disposal systems

where sewers are not available for the

disposal of waste water?

Vi. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Setting

The geology of the reservoir bed (Grizzly Valiey) is characterized as recent alluyium (Quarfernary basin deposits)

(CDC 1992). This overiays granodiorite, which is exposed near Grizzly Valley Dam (CDWR 1997).

Theé valley basin occupied by Lake Davis vocuples & block-faulted valley basin with & geclogic structure dominated
by faulting that has a generally similar pattern of NW-SE oriented faults. There is a faull located north of the viginity
of Grizzly Valley Dam. It is considered to have the greatest importance with regard both to the structurat origin of

Grizzly Valiey and probably also to influencing the flow of ground water toward the lake from- Crocker Mountain
and away from the lake down the aligntment of lowér Big Grizzly Creek. The fault structurally and topographically W
separates lower Grizzly Valley from GCrocker Mountain (Oberdorfer, et al 1989). :
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The Tollowing information is from the soil survey of the Plumas: National Forest Area (Churchill 1988).

There are three:map units.of groups:of soil types underlying Lake Davis, the surrounding area and several.of its
tibutaries. Theseinclude map unit#3, the Satey-Trojan Franktown group, described as moderately towell-
drained solls ranging from niearly level to very steep slopes. Sattley soils are found on the steepest slopesofthe
three, The Trojan solis are found on more moderate slopes-and like the Satlley; are deep, moderately well-drained,
very graveily loam sofls that are underlain by moderately weathered volcanic breccia nearly. The Franktown:soils
ranige from nearly level to moderate stopes, on ridgetops and bouldery side slopes.. This soll fype is similarto the:
Sattley and Trojan, buf is-shallow.

Map unit# 10 is predominately Chaix-Wapi-Greenbluff, described as moderately deep to shallow and somewhat
excessively drained soils on bouldery side slopes.and ridgetops, ranging from gently sloping 1o very.steep. The
solls in this map unit are all highly erosive, with the Chaix and Wapi are:coarse-loamy sojls found on gently sloping
to'very steep slopes and the Greenbluff soils Is a gravelly foaimy sandy soil on slightly less: steep ground. '

Map unit #12 is predominantly Waca-Inville-Woodseéye, described as moderately deep to deep, well drained loamy
soil on gently stoping fo very steep side slopes:and terraces. The Waca type'ls a2 moderately deep, welito.
somewhat excessively drained loarmy soil and is moderately erosive. It isfound on strong ysloping 16 very steep.
side slopes and ridgetaps. The Inville and Woodseye soils are both shaflow, well drained very.cobblyJoam soils

.

that are underlain by slightly weathered volcanic breccia.. The Inville-are found on gently sloping;to-steep side:
slopes and ne'a_r.ridge'tcp_s.- Woodseye is-on moderate tovery steep-south facing side slopes:and ridgetops.

The Lake Davis shoreline area is desighated as having moderate:erosion polential in:the Plumas County Gerigral
Plan. The area along Big Grizzly Creek below the dam is designated as having high-erosion potential.

Evaluation

a. iv. The project would have:no impact on earthquake faults, seismic related events or landslides;

b. I the réservoir is diawn down, some-downgutting may occur in sediments of the formerly inundated t,r‘_li‘b_iz.tﬁ!'fy
streams, having localized impacts on erosion and soils. Any potentially significant impacts will be analyzed in
the EIR..

c. The prajectwould not be located on geologically unstable units:or soils.

d. The project would rict invelve construction ofi expansive soils,

e. The project would notinvolve the use of septic tanks or sewers.
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Vil HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS Woidd the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the- enwronment ihrough the routine
fransport; use, or disposal of hazardous
matétials?

b) Createa significant hazard to the pablicor
the environment: thmugh reasonably '
foreseeable upsetand actident conditions
invalving the:releass of hazardous naterials:
into'the’ ‘e ghiment?

©) Emit hazardous emissions or handie
hazardous oracutely hazardous materials,

substances, or wWaste within one-guarter mile:

of an exisgting or proposed school?

d) Be iocated-on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiied
pursuari to. Government Code Section
65962.5 and, g5 aresult, would it create &
significant | hiazard te the public or the
environment?

) For a project located within an airport land
usé plan of, whére such a plan haé not been
adopted, wsthm two miles of a public airport
or public use: a:rport would the project result
in-a safety hazard for people.residing or
working in the project area?

fi Fora project within. the vicinity of-a private
girsttip, would the project resultin a safety
hazard for people residing or working in'the
project aréa?

g} Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted eimergency’
response plan oremergency evacuation
plari?

h) Expose people or sfructures to a,
significant risk-of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where.
wildignds.are-acdjacent to utbanized aréas or
where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Potentially

Significant

imypact

e

-

Leéss Than
Stgnif“ cant
with-
:Mitnga,tian

Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Inipact

Y

{

No
Impact

it




Vi, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Setting

The. project location s at Lake Davis and its tributaries. There are private residences, miotels, stores, outfitier
guides and shops in the.vicinity of the reservoir: The USFS maintains three family-style campgrounds with 185
camnp sites: Grizzly, Grasshopper Flat and Lightiing Tree (CDFG 1997). The nearest school is €.Roy Cammichaet
Elementary School, about 4 miles from the project site. There are no.private airstrips or public airports in‘the
vicinity of the project location.

Lake Davis.ls developed as @ domestic water supply: When the system was opetating, water was drawn from the

reservoir and routed to the Plumas County Flood Control District Water Treatment Plant where it wag fillered;,
chlorinated and delivered to the City of Portola and the GLRID (CDFG 1997). The plant was taken offline in-1997,
as it diti not meet regulatory standards. The City of Portola and Plumas: County are currently developing plans to
build a new treatment plant and resume use of Lake Davis as a domestic water supply (Steering Committee 2005,

Tiere-is onie. water right to Lake Davis. The Plumas County Flood Control and Water Conservation District has a

contract with the Galifornia Department of Water Resources for Lake Davis'water which is diveried at the control
building at Grizzly Valley Dam. This water has been used as:a walersupply for the City of Portola: Thete ate two
water rightsto Big Grizzly Creek. The “Raimelli Diversion” {currently owned by the U:S, Forest Service) is located
at Walton's Pond and is used for irfigatior. The “Valberde Diversion™ (currently owried.by a private party) is
located just below Walton's Pond and'is also used for irrigation {Ronald Vanskoy, Water Services Supervisor pers.
comm. 2004)

The forested areas-around Lake Davis are designated as high fire hazard areas in the: County Gengral Plan
(Plumas County 1987). The south end of the lake is designated as Wildland Urban Interface by the Plumas County
Fire Safe Council Community Fire Plan (2008).

Evaluation

a. Rotenone s a restricted use pesticide due to its aquatic toxicity and acute foxicity when inhaled. Assuch, it
may only be purchased and used by Certified Applicators of persons under their direct supervision, The
Department of Pesticide Regulation regulates the procedurés by which rotenone and other pesticides may be
applied (CDPR 2001, UC2000). '

This: aquatic toxicity of rotenone is due to the fact that it.can move readily across the surface of thegills and
into the circulatory system of the aquatic organism. It then moves difectly tothe cells and prevenis:heir use of
oxygen. Rotenone is toxic to fish and other gill-breathing organisins. such as aquatic invertebrate nymphs and
larvae and some forms of amphibians (AFS 2000).

Although the: Environmental Protectioh Agency has deterimined that use of fotenone for fish control does not
present a risk of unreasonable ddverse effects to huirians (USEPA 1981, 1989), any potentially significant
impacts due to the use of the rotenone formulations, their transport and disposal will be analyzed in the EIR.
The analysis will include potential hazards of the active ingredient as well as any solvents, emulsifiers and
oifier ingredients. The analysis will include hazards due 1o direct toxiclty and bioaccumulation, and will include-
an examination of the environmental fate of the compoungds including their partitioning within' the environiment;
anid rates end mechanisms by which the compounds biodegrade, The analysis will include an-examination of
the hurman health and wildiife toxicology.

The analysis'and development of mitigation measures will be developedin consultation with public health
specialists and other knowledgeable personnel in'the California Department of Health Services; Plumas
County, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management
District, and the Plumas County Agricultural Commissioner:

b. The transportation and handling of rotenone poses a potential risk of accidental spillage in route to the project
aréa or af the project site. A spill of the formulated rotenone product could result in contamination of soil,
water, and/or public and private property (See section Vila}. This contamination could result incan increased
risk to fish, wildlife, and the public (CDFG 1994).

Impacts-due 10:decidental spill during transportation and handling could potentially be significant. Potentially
significant impacts due 1o accidental spill will be analyzed in the EIR.

16w




The potential exists for ieakage‘m.r.spili of fuel from boats in transportfo the project.area or whileat the:project:
site. This-could result in-contamination.of soil, watér, fish, wildlife-and/or: public.and private property.. Any
potentially significant impacts will be analyzed in the EIR. . '

No known schiools are within a 0:25 mile of Lake Davis. C. qu-Carm'i_éhaei Elemeritary School islocated on
Lake Davis Road about 4 miles from Lake Davis in the Big Grizzly Creek watershed.. Haul routes would not
pass within .25 mile-of the school.

~ The projectisite is notia hazardous materials sife. The inactive Walker Mine is located 7'miles northwestof the
reservoir in.a different watershed,

The project site Is not within an airport use plan and is not within 2 iiles of an airport.

The ;:irdjeé’t":s_it_e;is not within the viciriity of a known private airstrip.

Thie project would ot interfere Witk emergency response of evacuiation plans for the aréa.

The souther end of the ﬁh@i@i{a’rea.is- in the Wildland Urban l.n}t;er_faéelj(WUl)ﬁ '.Sii_ri:rf:‘.é.'ihe;égtiv.itfiés: of the
project will largely be restricted fothe lake’s surface, developed roads and boat ramps; the-ikelihood of

activities to-start & wildfire or effect suppression efforts is low. Any-potentially significant impacts will.be
ahalyzed inthe EIR.
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Potentially Less Than: Less Than No
Significant Sigmf’ cant Slgniﬁcant impaet
Impact with: Impact:
Mitigation
incorporation

Vifl. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -~
‘Wourld the project:

a) Violate .any water quality standards or waste B it £ (x}
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or B n il i
interfere substantially with.groundwater recharge. '

stich that there would ba-a-net deficlt in aguifer

volume:-ora joweting of the lecal groundwater

tahle level (2.9, the production rate of pre- .

&xastlng nearby wells would drop toa level

Which would fiol sUppoit existing land tises or

planned uses for which permits have been

grantedw

e} Subs’iantla!ly altér the existing draihage pattetit B o 0 0
of thee site-orared, including through the alteration i

of the course of & str_eam of fiver, g nianner

which would.result in substantial erosion or

ittaion oh-.of off-site?

: )Substant;aily alter the existing drainage patiern o 0 [z} |
of the sitgor area; mcludmg through the alteration ’
of the course ol 4 sttéamuor rivier, of- substantaa!ly

increase the rate.or-ambunt of surface runoff in a

manner which would result inflooding on- ar off-

sitg?

) Crgate o contribiute runoff water which would B . R i
exceed tha capacsty of existing o plahed storm

water dramage systems or provide substantial

gdditional sotirges of polluted runoff'?

£) Otherwise substantially -degrade water quality? @ ' 5! 3 o
)1 Piace housing-within & 100-year floed hazard i ] 0 g
area; :mapped on a federal Flood Hazard ’ ‘

Boundé_ry ©r Fiood insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delingation map?

h} Place within a 100-year flood hazard area. 0 £ 0 E
‘ghryctures which would impede or redirect flood.

flows?

i) Expose people or structures to asignifi icant risk @ (] (] o

of loss, injury or desth involving flooding, including

flooding as a result of the failure of & levee or

dam?

i} Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudfiow? 0 3] e E

Vill. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Setting
Lake Davis impounds Big Grizzly Creek in the area that was formerly Grizzly Valley, where Fresman and Big
Giizzly Créeks converge. Freeman, Cow and Big Grizzly créeks flow info Lake Davis year tound.. Nimerous
other seasonal creeks flow into the reservolr, Big Grizzly Creek converges with the Middle Fork Feather River

abbiit seven miles downstream of Grizzly Valley Daim. There is one impoundment on Big Grizzly Creek below
Grizzly Valley Dam, at the ice pond dam. The pond behind this dam-is-currently used for summer camp recreation.
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Creek flows.are established by memorandum of agreemeht (MOA) between the. California. Depariment of Water

Resources, the Galifornia Depariment of Fish and Game and the U.S. Forest Service. This MOA stipulates that
minimum reléases will be determined annually'on May- 1, and will be dependent upon actual or anficipated volume.
of Lake Davis during the!May-June Period. Overall minimum release to Big Grizzly Creek (regardiess of reservoir
volime) is 10 cubic feet persecond (CSWRCB 1984).

There are.numerous wells in the Big Grizzly Creek watershed south of Lake Davis. The Grizzly Lake Resort
improvement District well serves about 200 customers. The Plumas County Department of Environmental Health
currently has about 80 peoplé enrolled in its.annual well testing program, which was putin: place ih 1989 1o
detérmine if any constituents from the rofenone treatment in 1997 were present in groundwater over a 10-year
period. Notall wells'in the area are in the program; and new housing has been donstructed since the plan was put
i place.

Thé Forest Setvice currently operates one water system that supplies Grasshopper Flat and Grizzly Campgrounds
snd Honker Cove Boat Ramip. A well is located across the-county road from Honker Cove Boat Ramp, Water is

pumped out'of a well and into a 26,000 gallon holding tank. Gravity is-used to supply the campgrounds with water.

A new well and 10,000 gallon holding tank s scheduled for installation in 2005 at Lightning Tree Campground.
This-will provide water for the campground.and the boat ramp. o I

The aquifer In the vicinity of Lake Davis does not appearto be confined and the hydraulic gradient generally
follows the topography. This means that the lake receives water from the surrounding ground waler, not viee
versa. Becausethe ground water fo the south and east is higher than lake level, water-cannot fiow- uphilt from the
fzike to these locations (DWR 1997, Oberdorfer, et al 1988). '

An exoeption to this flow regime exists below the dam where water levels in wells are lower than the water surface
in Lake Davis. In this region there is a “small but real” potential driving force for flow of water out of the lake and:
info drinking water aguifers. However, higher water levels along the-eastern side:of the.valley indicate that the
bulk of the water flowing to wells in this area most likely comes down from Crocker Mountain (Oberdorfer; et al
1999), :

Evaluation

a. The proposed project would.invelve the application of a liguid formulation ofthe piscicide rotenbneto Lake
Davis-and its tributary streams. Theé piscicide would be applied accordihg 10 Jabel specifications developed by
the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and the Envirorimental Protection Agency: The project:

would requiré obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit froi the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (Ronald . Dykstra, Water Resources Engineer pers. comm. June 2005).

The application of the rotendne formilation may result in concebtrations of some, constituents that would
temporarily exceed water quality standaids. In addition, vegetation detay promoted. by reservolrdrawdown
arid the decay of dead'fish from the rotenone application may result in' a temporary reduction in dissolved
oxygen concentrations (COFG 1997).

Implementation of the proposéd project would iriclude a rieufralization plan. Several méthods of neutralization
will be ahalyzed in the EIR including temporarily closing dam outlet valves and treating or filtering Grizzly Dam
outflow. Depending on the method selected to treat Grizzly Dam outflow, the project could resultin the
temporary elevation of formulation constitient concentrations downstream of Grizzly Dam (CDFG 1997).

Al potentiafly sigrificant impacts to both surféce and groundwater quality will be analyzed i the EIR.

b. The project would involve the drawdown of Lake Davis to 10,000-20,000 acre-feet, which is 1610 23 feet
below its averdge September 1 level of about 5,768 feet above sea level (volume 59,000 acre-feet).
According to one study, "there is a small but real” possibility of 'some hydraulic connectivity between Lake
Davis and wells downstream of Grizzly Dam aiong Grizzly Road (Oberdorfer, et-al 2003). Mostof the aguifer
is: probably recharged by the aquifer underlying Crocker. Mountain dnd through snowpack and rainfall (DWR
1997, Oberdorer, etal 1999, LLNL 2003). Therefore; although it is-not expected that reservoir drawdown
would result in changes to groundwater supplies or interfere with recharge, any potentially significant impacts
to groundwater supplies or recharge will be analyzed in the EIR.

¢ lLowering the reservoir level could potentially increase erosion in tributary streams with agtive headeuts. Any
poteritially significant impacts will be analyzed-in the EIR. ‘
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d. The projectwould not alter drainage patterns or affect surface runoff.

6. Drawdown of Lake Davis 16 10,000-20,000 acre-feet by September 1 would entall the release of about 170 ta
190-cubic feet per second over a several month period. This'would result in flows in'Big Grizzly Creek
between Grizzly: Vailey Dam and its confluence with the Middle Fork that are higher than average, particularly
during the summer months. The California-Department of Water Resources releases comparable flowsduring
the wintar months while mianaging Lake Davis water levels. Soil erosion:aid cuttinig of banks may occur with
thie increased flows. Any potentially sigriificant impacts will be analyzed in the EIR.

f  Theabovediscussion outlines all potential impacts to water quality: Any potentially significant impacts will be:
analyzedinthe EIR, ' '

g. Theproject would not placs any existing.or néw housing within a flood hazard ares.

h. The project does not include the installation of structures within.any 100-year floed hazard areas.

-above. . Any potentially significant impacts will be analyzed in the EIR..

i, Drawdowiii of Lake Davis would entail incréased releases from Grizzly Valley Dam.as described in item (&)

i.  The project would not resultin inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Potentially: Less Than Less Than. No.
Significant Significant.  Skgnificant impadet
Tmpaict with linpact '
Mitigation
incorporation:
X LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the
project:

a) Physically divide an established . 0 Ui
COmmMuUnity?

b) Gonflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy; or regulation of:an agency with
jurisdiction overthe project (including, butnot
liiited to the geheral plan, spesific plan,
local coastal prograini, or'zofiing ordinance)
adopted-for the purpose. of avoiding or
mitigating:an envirohmental effect?
¢) Gonflict with ariy applicable habitat 7 o )
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

X, LAND USE PLANNING

Setting.

| ake Davis is within the Plumas National Forest. The Plumas Natiohal Forest Land and Resource Management
Plan directs the management of the forest in order to guide the efficlert use and protection of forest resources,
fulfill legislative requirements, and balance local, régional, and national needs (USFS 1988). The area immediately
surrounding Lake Davis Is:zoned for recreation. The-southern portion of the lake has:a WULand may be partially
zohed residential and industrial. The northern portion Is within the U.S. Forest Service Bald Eagle Management
Area. The forest arount Lake Davis Is zoned ‘general forest” ahd has a-Géneral Plan:Designatioh of “Important
Timber” {(Plumas Couhty 1987). The Plumag County General Plan designates Lake Davis as a "speoial water

area,since it has been developed for dormestic water use’ (Plumas County 1987). General Plan fand use
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desighations for the Big:Grizzly Creek watershed below Lake Davis include rural, rural (agricultural buffer),
suburban, and secondary suburban. Activities atthe lake must therefore not conflict with thls uge:{John
MeMorrow, Planning Director, pers somm.-2001).

Evaluation

g, The project would be located on the edge of 4 commiunity, and would be tefnporary in h‘ature,, and woulld-not
physically divide an-establishied community.

b. The Plumas County General Plan designates Lake Davis as a “special water area,”since it has been:
develaped for domestic water use (Plunias County 1887). Activities-at the lake must therefore not sonflictwith
this use (Johih McMorrow, Plarining Director, pers, commi. 2001). In‘addition, since:Lake Davis. hag beeh
developed for drinking water, the California Departmentof Health Seivices {DHS) must approve use-of any
chemicals within the reservo&r Any potentlakly significant mpac’ss wr!! be analyzed in the EIR,

emgnaied asan "Important T;mber Ared” mterspersed withareas desxgnated “T[mberiand Productmn Zone
Ingging activities fréquently oceur in the: vicinity of the-project. During'the spring monthis the USFSdoes not.
permit logging contractors 1o begin work until roads are suffi clently dry: (Monai:sa Cole:,- FG Lieutenant, pers.
comm. 2001). CDFG would coordinate with the Plumas National Forest to ensure that'the project would not
conflict with o significantly affect timber. operations.on lands-adjacent to the project arga.

¢. Thereare no habital conservation plans (HCPs) of natural community conservation plans: (NCCPs) in the
vichity of the project area:

Potentially - Less:Than Less Than No:
Sig'nifi.c_'a'n'i: Significant SBignificant Impact
Impact with Impact
. Mitigation
Incorporation
¥, MINERAL RESOURCES ~ Wouild the
project:
&) Result in the loss: of avastabﬂ:ty of-a. known Il [ o7

mineral resource that would be of valueto
theregion and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availabllity of &
logally-important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on‘a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

i}
3

X. MINERAL RESOURCES

Setting

Plumas County was one: «of the significant.copper producing areas in California, until approximateiy 1913, Two.
mines in Plumas: County are known to produce a number of rare minerals, although they are not ¢cormercially
mmed The Merdock mine produces clincclase, corhwallite, and ferrimolybdite, among others and the Californis-
Engel mine produces cyanetrtomte and stilbite (Dunning and Cooper 2005).

Evaluation

4. There-are no mineral resources shown on the USGS geologic map in the area of Lake Davis that would be.
impacted by the project (Naﬁnonai Atlas 2005); therefore, no lossiof: avaitability would ocour.

b, No-recoverysites are within 20 miles of Lake Davis; therefore, no loss of availability wOuldchu_t. N
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Potentially. Less Than Less Than No:
Significant Significant. Significant hmpact
impact with Impact:
Mitigation
Incorpoeration

X1, NOISE B Weuld the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons-to or generation of
noiselevelsin excess of standards
established In the local.general plan or noise
ordinance, orapplicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of . ry o ]
exgessive groundborne vibration or o
groundbarne noise levels?

¢} A substantial permanent increase in 0 0 5] |
ambient-noise levels in:the project vicinity

abovelevels existing without the project?

d) A substantial femporary or petiodic. 't [
inciegse in ambient nolse levels in the ‘
project vicinity above levels existing without

the project?

€) Fora project located within-an alrpertland. I 0 0 ﬁ
usé plan or, where such a plan has not been ‘

adopted, withintwo miles of a public airport

or public use airport, would the project

expose people residing or working in the:

project area to:excéssive hoise levels?

) For & project within the vicinity:of a private r ] £ ,@‘ '
-airstrip, would the project expose people '
residing or working in the project area to

excessive noise levelg?

Xl NOISE .
Setfing

The Lake Davis area is rural and generally quiet, punctuated by sounds generated by recreation and timber
harvesting activities, wildiife, and seasonal Weathel: Sounds:from human activities include motor vehicle
operations (e.4., -automobiles and trucks; motorcycles, snowmobiles; and power bogfs), electrical power
génerators, chainsaws, and firearms (e.g., vifles and shotguns). Seasonal weather sounds include wind and
thunder. The amount and incidence of noise varies with changes in access to theiarea and hunting seasons, yet
intermittent nolse is present throughout the yedr and atall locations within the projectarea. There are noise '
standards set for particular times of the year iri the Baid Eagle Management Area Plan.

Evaluation

a. Some increase in noise levels may occur during project implementation, particularly if helicopters are used.
There are no hurhah sénsifive receptors in residence or constant presénce within the project area. The project
would niot expose people to ambient noise levels greater than those allowed by established standards or
ordinances. However, there are noise standards established in the Bald Eagle Managerent Area Plan,

There may also be standards set for great gray owl and-goshawk. The USFWS and USFS will be consulted
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regerding nolse standards and ordtnances iy relation to wsidi:fe, Any’ potentlally sagmﬁcant lmpacts will be

analyzed in the EER

b The prolect would not generate substan’nal groundbome vibration or noise due to sound pressure: attenuation

within the water column,

. The project would notresult in'a permanent increase in‘ambient noise levels within:the project area..

d. If rotenonewill be: apphed by low flying dircraft,a tenporary increase in ambient noise levels will oceur in
projectiatea. Although it is not anticipated the temporary increase will be.a sigmf icant impact, itwill be

analyzed in'the EIR.

e. The project area is notwithin‘iwo miles of a public-airport.

. The project areals not within the vicinity of a private afrstrip.

XL POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would
the prajeet

1) Induce substantial population growth in an
ares, either directly (for example, by:
proposing new: homes and businesses) or
indirectly. (for example; through. extension of
Yo#ds-or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing; necessstat:ng the construction of
replacement holising elsewhere?

¢) Disblace substantial numbers of people,

necessitating the construction of replacement’

housing clsewhere?
Xil. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Setting

Potentially Less'Than  Less Than
Significant  Significant. " ‘Significant
Inipact with Impact

Mitigation S
Incorporation’
[ u _ [
L [ £l
o v o

Nuo

Impact -

There:are no permanent reSEdences within or immediately ad;acent fo the pro;eci area, although:many permanent
residences:oocur on both Lake Davis and Big Grizzly- Road as close as less than one half mile from the reservoir.
Thetransient population consists of public Fesource management staff, timber: harvesting. personnel hiinters,
angiers -and othier recreational visifors. There are 185 seasonal camping sites atthe threereservoir

campgrounds..

The fulltime population of nearby Porlola is estimated &t 2,300 persons. Increases in the-transient population of
Portola and the project area are anticipated during periods of project :mplementation Afemporary forggt clogure
would temporarily reduce the transient recreational population at the reservoir.

Evaludtion

a.  Theproject will not induce popuiation:grow‘th in the area.




b. There areno housing units in the project-area that would be affected by the proposal,

. The project would not-displace substantial nimbets of people-or cause the need to.construct replacement
housing elsewhere. :
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Potentially ~ LessThan  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Significant. impact

impact ~ with Impact
Mitigation
Indorporatioi
Xili. PUBLIC SERVICES
a) Would thie project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision-of new or physicaily altered
governmental facilities, need for.new:or
physically altered governiviental facifities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times.or
other performance objectives for any of the
public gervices:
Fire protection? r ) ) B
Police protection? £ =l In g
Schools? o - [] o B
Parks? 0 0 n
Other public facilities? ] 0 l

X, PUBLIC SERVICES
Setting

Public services are provided in‘the area of the:project site by & variety of-agencies including the Clty of Portola,
County of Plurmas and USFS.

The USFS Recreation Area includes three family canmipgrounds: Grasstiopper Flat, Grizzly-and Lightning Tree,:
with a total of 186 family sites; an undeveloped overflow camping areay four boat latinches, Honker Cove, Mallard
Cove, Lightning Tree and Camp.5; ning fishirig access sites; ofie dump-station; and.an information:kiosk.

Lake Davis is developed as a domestic watersupply. Whin the syster was operating, water was drawn from the
reservoir and routed to the Plumas County Flood Control District Water Treatment Plant where itwas filtered,
chiorinated and defivered fo the City of Portola and'the GLRID (CDFG 1997, The plant was taken offiine.in 1897,
as it did not meet reguiatory standards, The City of Portola and Plumas Colrity are currently devetoping plans to
buitd a hew freatment plant and regusmie use of Lake Davis as a domestic water supply (Steering Committes 2005).
Evaluation
a. Fire protection
The: project would.hot résult in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with consirction of new or
physically altered facilifies in order to maintain sefvice ratios, fesponse times, or:other performance objectives
for-fire protection services, DFG would coordinate with fire protection services personnel to maintain
acceptable response times.and other performance objectives.

Police rotection |

The project would not restilt in'substantial adverse physical impacts associated with construction of new or
physically altered facilities in order to-maintain service ratios, response times, orother performance ebjectives L

for police protection services. DFG would coordinate with Plumas Counly Sherriff's Office to-maintain
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sicceptable response times and other performance chjettives.

Schoois.

The proj project would hot resiltin substamlal adverse physacai lmpacts assamated with constriction of new or
physically altered facilities in‘ordet fo maintain sefvice ratios; tesponse times, of ‘other performance obigctives
for schools,

Parks

Lake Davis retreational facilities | may be closed during application of the roterione, which. may Tésdltin
increased use of other recreational facilities in thessrea.  Ariy'potentially significant impact on parks will be
anaiyzed inthe EIR,

Other Public Facilifies

Any potentnaily significant impacts To any water treatment facilities or other public facilities will beanalyzed in
the EIR. The analysis wilt be-conducted in sonsultation with the California. Department of Health Services;
which must approve ihe use: of roienone inany. drinkmg water supply, and with the Plumas Ceunty Department
of Environmental Health: .

Potentially Less Than Less Than fo.

Significant Stgnificant Significant: Impagt.
impact with' impact.
Mitigatiort

Incorporation-

KXV, REGREATION =

) Would the project inciease the use of
existing neighborhood and reg;onat parks or
other recreational facilities such that-
substantial physical deterioration of the-
facility would oceur of be accalerated?

& 4 U

b} Does the ‘project}inctude recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational faciliies which
might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

™

XIV. RECREATION
Setting

Lake Davisis & migjor recreation area on the Plumas Nat:onal F’orest ‘The lake and'its facilities are very popular
with recreation visitors-and local residerits. The lake is managed for water-oriented recreation:and is well known
throughout California for-its excellent: fishing opportunities.

The Recreation Ares includes three family campgréuncfs Grasshopper Flat, Grizzly and Ligh‘m:ng Tree, with a
total of 186 family sites;.an undevelnped overflow camping area; four boat launches, Honker Cove, Mallard Cove,
ngh’m;ng Tree and Camp.5; nine fishing access sites; one dump station; and aninformation kiosk.

Recreation opportunities inclide carmiping, hiking, boating, fishing, swimrning, bikirg, wildiife: watchifig and
picnicking. Winter activities’ iniclude ice fishing, cross-country skiing, snowshoging, ice-skating,. snowmobiling :and
snow play.
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The Galifornia Department of Fish and Gameé maifitaing the rainbow fFout fishery thisligh'an annual spring
stockmg program. Because of the presence of the northern: pake only catchable size trout are: bemg stocked

The campgrounds are: operated ahd mamtamed by a.concessionaire; Thousand Tralls Management Services: fnc
under permit with the USFS. Campground use was 28,128 ws;tor—days in 2004 (Judy Schaber, USFS pers.comm.
August 2005). Approximately 260,000 visitors come to Lake Davis gach year.

Beer, game birds, waterfowi -and bearare hunted inthe fall. ltis estumated that during the: manih of October; vp
to' 150 huntérs utllize thée Lake Davis area (Dan Moraga, CDFG Warden, pers. comm. 2001). Hunting season for
coyole rermains open year yound.

E'iia’l_tsa,ti'pn-

a. U.S. Forest:Service campgrounds. at Lake Davis may be ‘closed temporarily duting the" draw down of the: iake
and during treatment: Even if faciities were to remain open during reservoir drawdown; many peopie may
choose not to fome'to Lake Davis. This colld resultin-an increased use:of other existing recreation facilities.
It is anticipated that Frenchmah Lake, Antelope Lake, Lakes Basin and. ihe Wild and ScehicMiddle Fork of the
Feather Riverwould receive the majorily of this impact. Curreritly Frenchman Lake exceeds capacity almost’
svery weekend; this situation may be exacerbated by a temporary: Lake Davis closure. Any potentiaily-
significant impacts will be analyzedin the EIR.

b. Visitors would have fo use rieighboring campgrounds and recreational facilities during the temporary closure of
the lake Tacilities and campgrounds. Potentially significant nmpacts will be-analyzed in the EIR,
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Potentlally Less Than Less Than. ‘Ne

Significant’ Significant:  Significant Impact
impact Cwith impact
Mitigafion:
Incorporation

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Weuld
the pr'o'jéc_t:.

substant:ai in relatlon to the ex!stmg traffic
load.and capacity of the street system {i.e.,
result in a substantial incredse in either fhe
nurriber of vehicle trips; the volume to
capacity ratio:on roads, or congestioh at
intersections)?

b). Exceed, elthér individually or cumulatively, ] oy
a level of service standard established by the

county congestlon managerent agency for

designated roads or highways?

¢} Result-in a.change in.air iraffic patterns, | o
including eitheran increase in traffic levels or

a change in location that resulis in

substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a (1 £ o ﬁ
design feature (e.g., sharp:curves or '
dahgerous intérséctions) or incompatitile:

uses (e.9., farm equipment)?

) Resultin inadequate emergency access? [ iy I ﬁ
£) Resuilt in inadequate parking capacity? N . ] B
g} Conflict with-adopted policies, plans, or I 7 e ﬁ
programs supporiing aiternative. '
transpottation (e.9., bus turhouts, bicycle

yacks)? .

XV. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Setting

Accessio the Lake Davig:area from State Route 70 is-on. West Street dnd then.Leke Davis Road frorfi the City-of
Portola, or along Grizzly Road west of Beckwourth. Grizzly Road.{Courity Road 112) continues: along thie east
shore of the lake, providing access 1o boat laurich facilities, including: Lightning Tree Boat Ramp, Fairview. Point:
and Mosquito Slough Fishing Access. At the north-end of the lake the road becomes. unpaved-and continues over
the mountain ridge into Genéssee Valley. Unpaved Forest Service Road 24N10 runs north on'the west side of the
reservoir 1o the intersection with County Road 112 (See Project Description, Attachiment A, Figure 2). Acgravel.
Forest Setvice road at the horth end of the reservoir éxténds over Bagley Pass to Red Clover Valley.

Impacts
‘s, The project would likely result in terhporary increases of trafficto and from Lake Davis: immednateiy before,

curing and lmmedlately after project :mpiementat:on it is not anticipated that the level offraffic would be
substantial in relation to the existing traffic.
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Piumas County does not have a congestlon managemeni agenoy An mcrease in’ trafﬂc on access roads te

reductaon in irafﬁc due toa temporary forest c!osure that would be lmptemented during rotenone apphcatzon
Although it is notanticipated:that thes willbe a sngmf’ icant impact, it would be analyzed i the EIR.

Thé project description-includes the possibility of using & helicopier during retenone applications.. This:would
not result in a significant change in alr raffic,

The project would not result in the alteration of existing roads orusesthat are:incompatible with-existing roads..

The project wc_uid. ngat-.af'fe.ct_ emergency-access: the CDFG and USFS would coordinate with emergency

agenciesduring forest closure,
Adéguate parking would be available for the limited number.of vehicles to-be used in the project.

The project would riot influsnce or affect alternative transportation,
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XV UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS B
Would the:firoject:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment
reqwrements of the appi;cabte Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of
new watsr or wastewater treatrment facilities
orexpansion of exmtmg facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant.
envirohrmental effecis?

) Require or result in the constriiction of
new storm water: drainage facilities or
expansion.of existing facilities, the-
congtruction of which could cause significant
envifonmental sffects?

dy Have suffi c:ent water supphes available to
serve the project from existing entitiermnents
and resources, or are new or expanded
entittements neéded?

&) Result in a determination by the
wastewater freatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate.
‘capacity 1o serve the project=s projected
demand in atidition 1o the provider=s existing
cammitients?

f) Be:served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g} Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Setting

Potentialfy

Significant

Impact

L

LéSé Thari

Less Than No.

Significant.  Significant mipact:
withi Impagt ’
Mitigation:
incorporation

E:
-
i

L 3

The Plumas-Sierra Rural Electric Cooperative:and Sierra Pacific Power GCompany supply the: City of:Poflola and
residences.along Lake Davis and Grizzly Roads with electticity, satellite television, and intefnet seivices..

As"described under Public Services, Lake Davis is devefoped as 'a domestic water supply for the City of PcrtoEa
and the GLRID, although currently nelther-entity is using the water pending improvements to the ireatment plant.
GLRID setiies homes in the Delleker area (west of Portola) as well as residences along Grizzly Road.

adescription.

Evaluation

30~




The project would fiot involve or affect wastewatet. Therefore, wastewater- treatment reqlirements would not
ve implicated.. Water guality issues and Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements arediscugsed in
Hydrology/Water Quality Section VI, ’ : c

The project would notrequire-or resultin the construction of new water or wastewater treatmenit facilities or:
expansion of-existing facilities..

The project would have no'influenice on storm water conveyance-or treatment.
The project would notfequire a water supply.
The project would not be served by & wastewater treatmenitiprovider.

Atter project implementation, fish carcasses would be collected and taken to-an appropriately permitted facilify
for sanitary disposal. '

Profect would be:carried out in compliance with federal, state, and local statites and regulations related to
solid waste, o
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Fotentially Less Than Less Than No
‘Significant Significant Slgnificant. Imipact
‘Impact: with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporation

XVIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE -~

a)Bogsthé project have the potential 1o degrade b 0 n |
the. quahty of the environment, substant;ally

reduce the habitat-of a fish or wildlife species,

causé'a fish or wildlife population to drop beélow

-setf«sustarmng jevels, threaten to eliminate a plant

or animal commuriity; reducs the numbet of

restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant of

-ammai or eliminate imoriant. examples of fhe. |

.majer periods of California histery or prehlstory‘?

bYDoes the project have impacts that are E 0 | al
widividually imited, Bt cumivlatively o

considerable? ("Cumulatively

-Corisiderable” means that the increfiienital effects

of a projéct-are; ‘considerable when viewed in

connaction with the effects of past projects, the

effects of other: cliveit projects, and the affects of

probable future-projects)?

¢} Does the project have environmenta] effects @ I u 0
which will cause substantial adverse effects an
human beings; gither directly-or indirectiy?

XVH.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF S!GN!FIC?ANCE'

Section 15065 of the California Environmental Quahty Act Guadehnes rerJEu:res the Lead: Agency, the. Department of
Fish & Game to determine whether the proposed project may havea. significant effect:on the: -environment, which
would require the preparation of an Ervironfhental Impact Repoit. The analysis presented ity this lnitial’ Study was
deslgned o assess the potential for; and probable séverity of, environmental mpacts with patticular attention o
those issues that are-of special concern o people-in the: local community orio agencies résponsible for resources
affected by the project. An Environmental Impact Reportwill be prepared that will.analyze areas where this
analysus determined that there was the potential for significant environmental impacts.

Evaluation

a. As described above, the proposed projectwould involve the. apphcat;on of liquid rotenone’ to Lake Davis; fo-
eradicate northern plke. Because rotenone does not target pike specifically, butis. toxic toother gni!-breathmg
orgariisims, it is expected that this project would have a potentially significant impact on theaguatic ecosystem
within Lake Davis and its tributaries.. Rotenonie would temporarily reduce the'amounit of fish and aguatic. -
invertebrates available as prey to some birds and manimals in the project area. -Any potential significant’
impacts will be.analyzed in the EIR.

b. The project.imay have impacts that are individually ixmlted but cumulatively considerable. Lake Davis was
treated With totenone in 1897 for Pike eradication. Cumulative impacts of the-project or other current:or
probabie future pmjects in'the area t6 bsologacai environmental, recreational and water quallty tesouirces for
subsequent applications will be analyzed in the EiR.

¢. Theprojéct may have environmental effécts which would cause substantial adverse effetts on human beings.
Potential adverse sffects that were identified iy the Initial Study aré related to; Assthetics (Section 1a), Alr
Quality (Section 2b+dy, Hazard Materials (Section Vil a-¢), Water Quality (Section Vil ah,ef i), Noise {Section
Xl a), Public Services (Section Xl and Recreation (XIV a; b). Any potentlaﬂy significant effects:will be
analyzed in the EIR:
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Initial Study Attachment A
Lake Davis Pike Eradication Project
Project lescr:ptron

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Cahforma Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) proposes to eradicate norihern plke Esox
lucius, frorm Lake Davis and its Iributaries, Plumas County. This-document describes the purpose

~-and:need for the project, project object;ves a summary.of project: components; a descnptaon of
proposed alternatives, and potential environmental impacts of the project.

Northern pike (pike) (and.all members of the Family Esocidae) are restricled in California and'it is
_uniawful to :mport transport or possess Ilve ammais hsted in-Section 6’71 of Title: 14 Cahfom:a

_.The Legmiaiure has deciared that the protectlon and conservat;on o‘f i‘" sh is- of the utmest pubilc

. ‘interest.  Several sections.of the California Fish and Game Code: (FGC) including butnot limited
tothe followmg, 1700, 2118, 2119,.5501, and 15500 to 156505 and Title 14 of the Califerma Code.

of Regulations (CCR), 561, 236,238, 238 5,671, mandate the management.of Calif o

fisheries. . In some instances, CDFG uses chemicals (piscicides) to manage fisheries in ifornia,

This project is desighed to help protect the fishery resources-of the state by eradicatinig pike from
Lake Davis and its fributaries.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

Plke are a nonnatwe ihvasive fish specnes |Hegally mtroduced to Callfomla Pfke can Sei’EGUS{y
impact: aquatlc gcosystems by preying heavily on other fish species. Experaence in-Alaska.(see
the foliowing web site for: -additional information -
http:/iwww sf.adfg.state.ak. uslregaonzlareaslanch/htmI/plkepage stm) and eisewhere‘ suggests
thatwhere habitat condifions are favarable, introduced pike have the potential to cause
-trrevers;bie negatuve environmental impacts.. Pike can become the dominant fish species, often to
: the near fotal exclusion:of native fish species. Portions of
S ae ey the Feather River, Sacramento River, and the Sacramento-
s e g e | San Joaquin Dsita; as'well as: many aquatic-envirenments in
other California watersheds, match the preferred habitat of
the pike-in terms of temperature, aquatic vegetation, current
‘speed and other feafures

The: geographical exteni.of plke in California is thought fo be
Jimited to Lake Davis and its tributary streams. . Located in
Piumas County; Lake Davis is a reservoir of the State Water
Project on Big Grizzly Creek (Fagure’! ~See: Appendix 1 for
full page picture). Big Grizzly Creek is tributary {o the: Middle
Fork FeatherRiver, which flows into Lake Oroville and-
thence to the lower Feather River, then into the-Sacramento
River, and then the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Pike

- were previously successiully o

eliminated from both Fréenchman Reserveir and. Siefra Valiey'
waterways (both tributary to the Middle Fork) by CDFG after
illegal introductions into those bodies of water.
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Within the Sacramento-San Joaqum Delta system a number of fish ‘species have life history
stages and habitat preferences which make’ them vulnerable to pike predation. These include the
state- and federally-listed out migrating juveniles of winter-and sprmg-run Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and delta smelt. In addition to these species; other species of ¢oncern such as spiutta;l
and.-Sacramento perch may be detrlmentaliy affected by pike. Inthese and other watersheds, i
riverine; lake and reservoir environments, a variety of’ fish-species, including stocked frout, are
vuliierable. The threat of pike in the Sacramento-Sarn Joaquin Delia: systemn is recogmzed by the.
state and federal governments and stakeholders otherwise known as CALFED: Bay Delta Program
in its Strategic Plan for Ecosystern Restoration..

Based Upon current knowledge of the physwal and biological processes thatinflusnce the spread
and lmpact of pike on aguatic ecosystems, the pake population in Lake Davis appears poised to
have'a serious and widespread negative impact on California’s aquatic scosystems. If the pike.
population is. not eradicated, biological and physscai processes will eventually result in the spread
of the pike: population to downstream locations. The risk of such aspread has steadt!y increased
since 1999 as’ ‘the pike:population in Lake Daws has-increased in numbers. The: présence of even
a smg!e pike population in California increases the risk of both natural and human movement:of
this species o other watersheds in the state. Fortunately, because. California’s pike popuiatmn is
limited to the-one currently contained in the Lake Davis-area, there isa w:nciow of opportunity to
liminate the species from the state.

1.3’ PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objective of the project is to eradicate pike from Lake Davis and its tributaries thus preventmg .
thair: downstream spread and reducing the chances of pike bemg reiocated {6 other Cailfomla ;’"
walers: N

14 RECENT HISTORY

Pike were first discovered in Lake Davis in 1994. AFinal EIR was prepared and filed in January
of 1997 ‘as part of a program to eliminate pike from Lake Davis-and its tributaries. I 1997,4
chemical treatment was conducted to-remove pike from Lake Davis and its tributary: streams. Pike
wete rediscovered in Lake Davis in May 1999, about eighteen months after what appeared fo be a
successful rotenone treatment of the reservoir.

The discovery prompied a wsnt to Portola from then- CDFG Director Robert: Hsgh‘c who discussed
the'issue with community leaders. CDFG opened a local Portola field officg and at Mr. Hight's
request, the Lake Davis Steering Comimittee (Steering Committee). (composed of private citizetts
and elected city-and county officials from the local community; with participation from state and
federal agericies) was formed to.address the issue. Pike experts were brought in froni Alaska,
Colorado, ldaho, Minnesota, and Wisconsin 1o assess the situation. They concutred with CDFG
that Lake Davis provided the necessary habitat for siiccessful pike reproductlan and the pike's
presence could present a threat to the fisheryof Lake: Davis:and alse to other fi sheries throughout
California should the pike escape or be moved from the reservoir.

In February 2000, CDFG and the Steering Commiltee developed a management plan: "Managing
Northern Pike at Lake Davis, A Plan for Y2000." This document ¢an be viewed at

(hittp:/iwww.dfg.ca. gavfnorthemplkelmgplke htmt). This document recommended strategies io »
suppress the pike population, contain itwithin Lake Davis, and to remove as many pike as o
possible from the reservoir. Recommendations mciuded increased education, law enforcement,




ritting, electrofishing and trapping, as well as an experimental method of using defonation cord.
Since the spring of 2000, COFG personnel have conducted extensive field work in an attempt to.
control the llegally introduced, invasive, noh-native pike in Lake Davis. I September 2008,
CDFG evaluated.the previous 3 % years of pike removal. A summary of this information can be
reviewed on the web at the following location: ’

(http://www.dfg.ca.govinorthernpike/history/summary_report.pdf). Data indicated pike numbers
continued to increase i spite of the concerted control efforts. Although all méthods succeeded in

femoving some pike from the reservoir, none have proven effective in preventing a populatioh
iticrease. CDFG is currently continuing its pike removal efforts, and to date about 50,000 of the.
pike have been removed.

in December 2003, the Lake Davis Steering Commitiee sent a letter to the Seoretary of
Resources Mike Chrisman, requesting CDFG investigate methods to rid Lake Davis of the pike:
Mr. Chrisman replied he was directing the CDFG to investigate methods of eliminating the pike
from the reservoir. Protection of public health and addressing economic issues are important
considerations in any decision to effectively deal with the-pike, |

In May of 2004, CDFG presented the community with a list of eradication options which had been
suggested by various persons andfor agencies. The information in this:document, entitied Lake
Davis Northern Pike Eradication Options - May 24, 2004, can be viewed on the web atthe.
following -address: (httpi//www.dfg.ca.govinorthernpike/history/options.pdf). The document =
includes an évaluation of the optiens to determine their feasibility, effectiveness, and safety. This
evaluation indicated that the use of formulated rotenone ora combination of formilated rotenone:
and rotenone powder combined with a significant drawdown of Lake Davis could be a feasible,
effective and safe method for eradicating the pike. It further recommends that any such project if
proposed by CDFG should be thoroughly evaluated pursuant to'applicable envitonmental laws. It
was determined that continuation of the current “Control and Containment” programwas not:a
viable method for eradication. Thioughout 2004, CDFG personniel continued to gather information
regarding possible options, ' ' ' c o

On February 28, 2005, CDFG Director Ryan Broddrick met with the Lake Davis Steering

Corimittee and various communify members, Mr. Broddrick stated he was very pleased to see all

thie hard work and commitment of time from members of the community in‘working with the CDFG
fo solve a very complex issue: He reassured the community that CDFG would continue to work.
with them fo solve this difficult and complex issuie and is moving fowards developing a plan fo rid

CDEG is taking several steps to build a solid foundation for proposing, planning and implementing
a project. CDFG recently-appointed & projéct manager. CDFG has also been coordinating with
federal, state and local agencies that may have a role in reviewing, and/or providing permits or
other approvals for various aspects of such-a project to get their input early in‘the process. This
will help CDFG prepare a well-thought-out project to eradicate pike from Lake Davis that
addresses other agencies concemns. These agencles include, butare not limited to, the Plumas
Nationial Forest, Plumas County Environmental Health Departinent, the California Department of
Health Services, and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. 1t is important that
anyconcerns and requirements of these and other agencies are understood by CDFG early inthe
planning process.

The proposed project will be analyzed and subjected fo public review p,u,rsua'nt" to CEQA and the

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). CDFG and the Plumas National Forest intend fo

prepare & joint Environmental limpact Report/Environmental impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the
3




proposed project. The publlc s first formal opportuntiy for mput mte} the process wﬂl be durmg the
scoping process. One or.more: public scoping. meetmgs will be scheduled and noticed in the NOP
and NOIL Thereafter, the public will have an opportunity to camment on the draft: EtRfEIS in
addition to the environmental review, CDFG intends to conduct a separate economic analysis of
the project, CDFG intends fo hire-an economic consultant to assist in this effort. The CDFG
intends to involve the Lake Davis Steermg Committee inthe process. Any’ final decss:on by CDFG
to.go forward with any project will be made after certlfymg and considering the final EIREIS as
well as: conszder;ng the economic analysm The target.date for approvat of any such. project would
be January 2007. Implementation would cccur thereafter..

1.5 SETTING

Lake Davis is iocated in Plumas County, Cahforma at elevatlon 5 775 feat above sea Ievel
included in the project area are Lake Davis, all the tributaries in the watershed to Lake Davss and
Big Grizzly Creek below Lake Davis. These all ogeur in the upper reache of th it _
Feather River watershed in the Sierra Nevada Mountains (Figure 1).. Lake Davis s:ea State Water
Project reservoir that was first. lmpounded in 1966-68 by the constructlcn of.Griz_z{y Valley Dam on
Big-Grizzly Creek. The reservoir isfed by three main tributaries; Bng Gr;zzly, Freeman, and Cow
Creeks. The total dramage area is abouf 44 square miles. Lake Davis has a surface area of
4,025 acres when full, a capacety of 84,371 acre-feet and an average depth of 21 feet. The
deepest point of the reservoir is. 108 feet, Just upstream of Big Grizzly Dam. The reservoiris
operated by the California Depariment. of Water Resources: (CDWR), and.lies:within the U.8.
Forest Service Piumas National Forest.

suppm'ts a trout flshery managed by CDFG Lake Daws has been deve!aped“as a source of
domestic water for the City of Portola and the Grizzly Lake Resort lmprovement District (GLRID).
The Plumas County water freatment plant, which treats Lake Davis water, was taken offline prior
to the Oclober 1997 chemical treatment as it did not meet regulatory standards; and continues to
be-offling pendmg improvernents to the water treaiment plant. Thus, neither entity cuirently uses-
Lake Davis as a'water supply. Nearby residences depend.on, groundwater from private. wells

The two outlet siructures at Grzzzly Dani, one a 30 inch pipe and the.othera. 10 inch pipe, have a
grating system installed across the mouth of the outlet which actas 1mpmgement bars-to kili: any
fish passing through the outlet. This system appears to have successfully prevented any species
of fish greater than 4 inches in length from passing through the outlet and surviving, However, the
number of pike: within the reservoir is increasing over time. CDFG: personnel have been finding
more pike and smaller pike cloger to the dam as the population increases in’ the lake.

1.6 ALTERNATIVES

The lead agencnes the Diepartment and the U.S. Forest Service, are considering the Propesed
Project / Preferred Alterhative and a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that
would riget the prqecf objective of eradicating pike from Lake Davis and its upsiream fributaries.
The following is @ preliminary list of alternatives that may be analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS.
Alternatives will be refined and additional alternatives may be ideritified dunng the scoping period
and the development of the draft EIR/EIS. In addition, some of the proposed: alternatives may be
dropped from consideration when subjected to. additional input and review.




1.6.1 Proposed Project / Preferred Alternative

The Draft EIR/EIS will evaluate the environmenial effects of a Proposed Project/Preferred
Altérnative involving the drawdown of Lake Davis-to a volume of about 10,000-20,000 acre~feet.
Aliquid rotenone formulatiori would then be appiled 1o eliminate pike.

The remaining water held in Lake Davis aend ary ponde:d water, ahd waters fl@wang into Lake
Davis, from the headwaters-of all tributaries, to the lake, or wetland areas; ponds; etc:, adjacent'to
the flowing waters that are tributary to Lake Davis within its watershed would be treated with liguid
rolenone at concentrations sufficient to eradicate the pike. It is anticipated at this time that the
concentration of rotenone formulation used would be 2 ppm. The NEPA Preferred Alternative is-fo
issue the required USFS permits needed to carry outthe Proposed Project.

1.6.1.4 Reservoir B'ra'wdbwn

Reservo;r drawdown by the CDWR would commence 1mmedtately fc}llewmg the : ppmvat of the:
EIR/EIS. The average storage in Lake Davis on January 1 is approximately 60,000 acre feet at'an
elevation of 5,768 feet. CDWR personnel have examined and estimated drawdown: capab:ittses
for releases from Lake Davis using the 5700 foot elevation intake valve, This valve is located in
Lake Davis-about 100 feet upstream of the dam and about 10 feet: above the bottom of the
reservoir, Use of this valve would assist in. preventmg accsdenta!iﬂushmg of pike dunng the
drawdown process. Release capab;lltles range from approximately 190 cubic feet per second
{cfs) at a storage elevation of 60,000 acre-feet fo 170 cfs at 10,000 acre-feet (eievat:onﬁ’?tiﬁ
feet). CDWR estimates the reservoir can be drawn down {0 10,000 10'20,000 acre-feet by the first
of September in dry, average and most wet water years Examination of inflow: tecords: for Lake
Davis over the 37 years of record indicated the reservoir could be lowered to 20 000 acre-feet: by
.September 1.in 29 of the 37 years or 78 percent of the time: when the reservoir contains 60,000
acre-fest on January 1. _ :

if an extremeiy wet water year occurs dunng the drawdown process, addlt;onal water may- by
pumped past the dam using a large diesel or electric pumping system with screened intakes.
Screening would be designed by engineers working with biologists familiar with pike biology to
minimize the potential for pike entering the pumping system.

1.6.1.2 C:ontainm'ent Structures

Lowering the reservoir to 10,000 to 20,000 acre-feet could increase the risk of accidental flushing
of pike (including eggs and larvae) through the outlet. Project personnel are currenfly
investigating possible screening modifi cations 1o determine if a device capableof further reducmg
the potential for pike to move downsiream is feasible and allowable. In addition, CDFG would
monitor juvenile pike growth during drawdown.and evaluate the need for any additional
“containment devices to keep pike in the reservoir for the chemical freatment. ltmay be possible
to liriit the drawdown to a time of year when the existing containment structure is adeduiate.

Containment options will be more fully developed after input from Gn—gosng studies is received and

analyzed, and public input is received from the- scopmg process. Any proposed containment
dption and feasible alternatives will be discussed in further detail in the EIR/EIS.




Rotenone Application

A hquu:i formulahon of rofenone that is regtstered for Use in Calufomia will be proposed Potential
staging areas on USFS land for possmle starage of equnpment materials, supplies, access, €ic:
used during the treatment and access to the lake could oceur at Honker, Mallard, Camp 5 Coves,
or at all sites (Frgure 2 — See Appandtx 1for full page piciure),

Rotenone would be applied to water in Lake Davis by
means.of boats, rafts or other floatation devices, Residual
- pools on the: lake bottorn would be treated with roterone
~from boats or shore dependmg on the size, volume, and
baséed of the expertise of the person in charge of the
treatment. Rotenone would be applied to flowing waters
by means of drip stations and hand-type spray bottles,
d ype sprayers,. backpack sprayers or other smilar

- E;R/E!s Al apphcatlons would be conducted acéérdmg to
Eabel dlrectlons and all reguited safety measures would be adhered to as' part'of this project. The:
treatment would be_ eonciucted under the Qn'-_sﬁe superv;s:on of a person. that possesses a

The cheical treatment wolid be camed out under Dapartment gmdelmes for rotenone treatment,
itwould incorporate the best management practices as specified in the Programmatic.
Environmeéntal Impact Report entitled Rotenone Use for Fisheries Management or subsequent
updates to that document or “Rotencne Use in Fisherigs Management; Administrative and
Techhical Guidelines Manual” published by the American Fisheries Society. This treatment would
include a site safety plan in. order to protect human health and safety.

1.6.1.3 Neutralization

Neutralization methods currentiy being mvestaga’ced are: 1) Shutting off the dam outlet valves and
allowing rotenone to break down naturally within the reservoir; 2) releasing flows from the dam
and neutralizing the rotenonie with potassmm permanganate 3) releasing minimal flows at the
dam and filtering out rotenone formuiatlc}n constituents with a granular activated carbon filter.

The exact methads to be proposed and how the neutralnzatzon would be acdomplished will
depend, in part, oh information that is gathered later this summer and from comments received
during the scoping and public comment processes. This will be discussed in further detail in the
EIR/EIS.




1.6.2 Other Alternatives

In.accordance with Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must “describe a range
of reasonable alternatives to the Project; orto the location of the Progect which would Teasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project, but would avoid or substantlally lessen any of the
significant effects of the Project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the aliernatives.” The list
and nature of alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR/EIS may be-altered based on input received
from responsible agencies and the public:during scoping..

Several altermnatives are currently being considered, as summarized in the sections that follow,

1.6.2.1 Completely dewater reservoir

This alternative would involve the comp!ete dewatenng of Lake Davig usmg exustlng dam outlets
and pumps, piping and/or siphons. Structures may be: installed:to prevent ffushmg of any pike
(including eggs, larvae and juveniles). Flowing water'would be diverted via a pipe or dammed
with a series of check dams, and water remaining in Fesulting. ponds would be:removed using
pumps and screens, Diverted water would have to be handled in some manner to. ensure that:
pike did not live and everitualiy get introduced into other waters.

1.6:2.2 Draw down reservoir to minimum pool and use fiquid rotenone

Diaw down Lake Davis to a minimum poof of about 90-acre-feét (surface elevation 5,700 feet
above sea level). This would resultin'a reservoir surface area of about 25:acres, The-remaining
volume of-about 90 acre feet and all remaining flowing waters would be {reated with' liguid '
rotenone. Apphcation wouild take place during the summer or fall,

1.6.2.3 Draw Reservoir Down to 48,000 Acre-Feet and Eradicate with Liguid Rotefione

Draw down Lake Davis to @ volume of 48,000 acre-feet (surface elevation 5,767 feet above sea
Ievel) The standing water and all remaining flowing waters would be- treated wnth liquid rotenone
in summer or fall.-

1.6.24 No Action
Under this proposal, the CDFG would not attemipt to. eradicate the pike from Lake Davis. The
current management plan would continue to attempt to suppress the Lake Davis pike population..

1.7 PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT

In accordance with CEQA, the EIR/EIS will address mgmﬁcant and potentlally s;gmf icant
environmental effects of the proposed project as identified in the Initial Study. In addition, in
accordance with NEPA, the EIR/EIS will address any other effects that are required by NEPA'to
be analyzed.

1,8 AGENCY REVIEW AND APPROVALS AND STAKEHOLDER COOQRDINATION

The CDFG may. cooerdinate with, or seek permits and approvals, from the foliowing agencies;-or
other entities it determines as the project progresses. In addition, the CDFG will continue to work.
with the Steering Comimitiee and the comimunity.
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- U.8, Fish-and Wildlife Service (Endangered Species Act Consultatlons) :
.8, Forest Service (Spec;at Use Permlt Pesticide Use Permit andlor Forest Closure

Order)

Gentral Va.l‘ley Reg;anal Water Quallty Control Board (possmle Waste Dsscharge

Requirements)

Califenia Depariment of Health Service (Cerlification of use of substance in drinking water

supply)

California Depariment of Water Resources

Office of Emergency Health Hazard Assessment
California Department of Pesticide Regulation

Northern: Sierra Air Quality Management District

- Califoriia: Department of Food-and Agnculiure (P umas County Agrlculturai Commlssaoner)
California: Hzghway Patroi . :

“CalTrans- o o '

Plumas: County (_En\ffronmentai Health’ Department Pubilc Health Officer, Sheriff
‘Department)

City of Portola

Grizzly Lake Resort Improvement District
California Environmental Protection Agency




